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FOREWORD 

The  year  1975  was  significant  in  more  than  one  way  with  respect 
to  policies  governing  Federal  pay.  It  was  a  year  of  continuing  eco- 
nomic uncertainties  which  turned  increasing  attention  to  the  fiscal 
impact  of  Federal  salaries  on  the  Xat ion's  budget  and  its  economy. 
It  was  a  year  that  marked  progress  in  addressing  the  problem  of  Fed- 
eral executive  salaries,  brought  about  through  the  close  cooperation 
of  the  White  House  and  the  Congress.  It  was  a  year  which  brought 
forth  several  important  studies  on  Federal  compensation ;  studies  ex- 
ploring the  relationship  of  Federal  salaries  and  benefits,  geographical 
variances  in  salaries,  and  improved  systems  for  more  equitable  pay 
adjustments. 

Much  remains  to  be  done  in  improving  the  Federal  pay  structure, 
but  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  what  is  to  come  will  turn  upon  the 
accomplishments  of  1975. 

Therefore,  as  a  reference  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  the  Congress,  and  the  general  American 
public,  I  have  requested  the  preparation  of  this  Documentary  History 
of  Federal  Pay  Legislation/ 1975.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  publication 
to  reconstruct  chronologically  the  documents,  debates,  and  reports 
pertinent  to  several  broad  categories  of  Federal  compensation.  And 
while  an  effort  has  been  made  to  make  this  history  as  complete  as  pos- 
sible, the  user  will  note  that  key  documents  have  been  indicated  by 
asterisks.  It  is  hoped  that  in  so  doing,  this  document  can  prove  both 
comprehensive  and  concise  according  to  the  reader's  needs- 
Senator  Gale  W.  McGee, 
Chairman,  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee. 
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DOCUMENT  1 


MIKE.  MANSFIELD 
MONTANA 


pbtfeb  plates  Senate 

<£ffire  of  ti\e  JHajoriig  ^Ceaoe 
June  11,    1975 


Honorable  Gale  W.   McGee 

Chairman 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and 

Civil  Service 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C   20510 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

The  almost  daily  reminders  of  the  inflation  brings  to  our  attention, 
once  again,  the  group  of  officials  in  the  Federal  Government  who  have  had 
their  salaries  frozen,  effective  March  1,  1969,  for  a  period  of  more  than 
six  years.  In  very  simple  terms,  this  means  that  the  pay  of  these  positions 
has  been  cut  i+2.98$  in  terms  of  purchasing  power  since  that  is  the  amount  of 
pay  increases  that  have  been  authorized  for  Government  employees  since 
March  1,  1969-  This  is  an  average  reduction  of  more  than  7$  each  year. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  in  his  report  to  Congress, 
dated  February  25,  1975,  relative  to  the  subject  of  the  critical  need  for  a 
better  system  for  adjusting  salaries  of  higher  Federal  officials,  including 
judges  and  Members  of  Congress,  stated  that  anyone  at  a  salary  of  $36,000  on 
March  1,  19^9  had  a  purchasing  power  in  December,  197*+  of  $27,600  and  without 
relief,  this  would  drop  to  $2U,200  by  January,  1977. 

Just  recently,  a  local  newspaper  reported  that  the  possibility  of 
another  automatic  pay  adjustment  as  high  as  10$  for  Government  employees 
on  October  1,  1975  is  very  likely.   If  this  occurs,  it  would  then  mean  a 
total  of  at  least  53$  rise  in  salary  increases  covering  eight  separate  ad- 
justments in  a  period  of  six  and  one-half  years.  It  would  average  out  to 
an  increase  of  at  least  8$  per  year.  This  would  create  an  even  greater  loss 
to  the  small  segment  of  officials  of  the  Federal  service  who  are  excluded 
from  the  pay  adjustments. 

It  is  also  generally  recognized  that  many  officials  and  employees  in 
positions  of  high  responsibility  are  prematurely  retiring  because  of  the  limi- 
tation on  the  salary  of  their  positions .  We  cannot  overlook  the  fact  that  a 
principal  reason  for  early  departure  from  Government  service,  in  all  proba- 
bility, is  the  salary  freeze. 

Along  with  judges,  higher  executives  of  agencies,  some  Members  of  the 
Congress  have  also  expressed  themselves  on  this  subject.  Those  with  young 
families  and  little  or  no  income  other  than  their  salary  are  experiencing 
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the  same  financial  pinch.  The  obligations  of  a  Member  of  Congress  are  in  many- 
respects,  more  demanding  than  anyone  else  in  Government  service.  As  for  others, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  on  his  1975  budget  message  containing  recom- 
mendations for  executive,  legislative  and  judicial  salary  adjustmaits  stated 
that  a  very  serious  and  adverse  effect  has  occurred  in  the  areas  of  recruiting, 
retention,  and  incentive  for  advancement  throughout  the  Federal  service. 

Therefore,  it  is  our  joint  recommendation  that  this  matter  be  dealt 
with  in  a  straight -forward  fashion  and  that  legislation  be  presented  to  the 
Congress  that  would  extend  the  same  cost  of  living  percentage  increase  for 
the  positions  listed  on  the  attached  schedule  as  is  provided  for  employees 
of  the  Government  generally. 

In  our  judgment,  the  legislation  should  be  handled  with  dispatch  so 
that  the  authorization  for  the  heretofore  excluded  positions  will  be  included 
in  the  next  cost  of  living  increase  which  is  scheduled  to  go  into  effect 
October  1,  1975- 

This  type  of  authorization  would  at  least  serve  to  keep  pace  with  the 
inflationary  spiral  from  now  on.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  recommend  nor  do 
we  advocate  any  initial  lump  sum  adjustment  to  "catch  up"  on  the  more  than  k<y$> 
which  has  already  been  denied.  But,  henceforth,  the  adjustment  will  at  least 
afford  this  group  equal  treatment  with  all  other  employees  of  the  Government. 

We  attach  herewith  proposed  legislation  to  accomplish  this  recommenda- 
tion and  suggest  that  you  and  Senator  Fong,  the  ranking  Minority  Member  of  your 
Committee,  meet  and  discuss  with  Senator  Ernest  Hollings,  Chairman,  and  Senator 
Richard  Schweiker,  ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Legislative 
Appropriations  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  the  most  expeditious  and 
best  possible  legislative  vehicle  for  early  enactment. 

For  your  information,  we  are  also  addressing  a  letter  to  Senator 
Hollings  with  the  same  suggestion  for  a  meeting  and  discussion  of  our  recom- 
mendation with  you  and  Senator  Fong. 

With  best  wishes,  we  are 

Sincerely  yours, 


HUGH  SCOTT, ^REPUBLICAN  LEADER 

Enclosure 

cc:     Honorable  Hiram  L.  Fong 


MIKE  MANSFIELD,   MAJORAT  LEADER 


DOCUMENT  2 
THE  WHITE   HOUSE 

WASH  I NGTO  N 


2  6  JUL  1975 


Dear  Mr.  President: 

As  you  are  aware  from  discussions  we  have  had  over  the  past 
few  months,  a  serious  problem  has  been  developing  in  the 
recruitment  and  retention  of  senior-level  executives  and 
judges  in  the  Federal  Government. 

This  problem  has  now  reached  the  critical  stage.   Essentially, 
it  stems  from  the  fact  that  there  has  been  no  pay  raise  for 
executive  level  managers  or  judges  for  six  years.   As  a 
result: 

Notwithstanding  the  clear  intent  of  our  Federal  pay 
system  that  the  varying  levels  of  responsibility  should 
be  reflected  in  salaries,  we  now  have  a  situation  where 
some  15,000  employees  in  top  grades  (Executive  Level  V, 
GS-18,  GS-17,  GS-16  and  even  GS-15)  all  receive  the  same 
pay.   The  reason  is  that,  as  employees  have  received  pay 
increases  over  the  past  six  years,  more  and  more  of  them 
come  up  against  the  six-year-old  statutory  pay  ceiling 
of  Executive  Level  V. 

More  than  20  percent  of  the  Government's  top  offi- 
cials are  either  quitting  their  jobs  or  retiring  early. 
From  1969  to  the  present,  the  rate  of  executive  resigna- 
tions and  retirements  has  more  than  doubled.   In  fact, 
employees  whose  salaries  are  frozen  are  retiring  early 
at  three  times  the  rate  of  all  Government  employees, 
mostly  in  the  55-59  age  range,  depriving  the  Government 
of  five  or  ten  years  of  additional  service  by  these 
experienced  workers. 

Several  dozen  of  the  Government's  top  posts  are 
unfilled  at  this  time  simply  because  many  of  the 
executives  we  want  to  bring  into  Federal  Service  cannot, 
in  fairness  to  their  families,  accept  the  huge  cut  in 
compensation  that  would  be  involved. 

Key  Government  officials  are  turning  down  offers  to 
move  into  Federal  positions  of  greater  responsibility 
in  new  localities.   They  cannot  afford  to  uproot  their 
families  and  bear  the  expense  of  moving  at  no  increase 
in  salary.   There  are  hundreds  of  instances  of  this 
problem. 


Since  March,  1969,  when  pay  for  upper  echelon  Federal 
employees  was  last  adjusted,  the  salaries  of  those  not 
subject  to  the  freeze  have  risen  50  percent.   During  this 
same  period,  a  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  of  47.5  percent 
has  reduced  the  purchasing  power  of  those  with  frozen 
salaries  by  nearly  one-third. 

The  same  problem  applies  to  the  judicial  and  legislative 
branches.   The  Chief  Justice  advises  me  that  as  a  result 
of  such  frozen  compensation  schedules ,  a  number  of  Federal 
judges  have  left  the  bench  to  return  to  private  law  practice 
and  many  others  are  planning  to  do  so. 

While  the  salaries  fixed  in  1969  quite  understandably  seem 
more  than  adequate  to  many,  we  must  face  the  fact  that  such 
salaries  are  today  far  oat  of  line  with  comparable  salaries 
in  the  private  sector  --  and  indeed  in  a  growing  number  of 
State  and  local  governments  —  for  skilled,  experienced 
administrators,  senior  professionals  and  judges.   Actually, 
executive  pay  in  the  private  sector  and  earnings  of  private 
attorneys  have  both  increased  by  about  44  percent  since  1969. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  conducted  an  extensive  survey 
and  I  am  enclosing  a  summary  of  its  report  which  contains 
specifics  on  this  problem.   I  urge  you  to  read  it. 

As  you  know,  the  Senate  Civil  Service  Committee  has  reported 
out  H.R.  2559  to  extend  to  employees  of  the  Executive,  Judicial 
and  Legislative  branches  whose  pay  has  been  frozen  so  long, 
increases  commensurate  with  those  granted  to  other  employees 
whose  salaries  are  not  frozen. 

This  statutory  change  will  not  result  in  any  "catch-up"  for 
the  last  six  years  and  will  not  solve  all  of  the  inequities 
we  now  have.   But  I  feel  we  must  move  at  once  in  this  direction, 
I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital  first  step.   Further  action 
to  solve  the  problem  will  be  addressed  by  the  Panel  on  Federal 
Compensation  which  I  established  recently  and  by  the  next 
Quadrennial  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative  and  Judicial 
salaries . 


The  added  cost  of  the  compensation  adjustments  of  H.R.  2559 
will  come  to  a  fraction  of  one  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll, 
In  my  judgment,  this  action  is  essential  if  we  are  to  recruit 
and  retain  qualified  and  competent  senior-level  people  to 
conduct  our  Government's  business.   I,  therefore,  urge  the 
Congress  to  enact  this  bill  promptly. 


Sincerely, 


4^e 


llrJ. 


The  Honorable  Nelson  A.  Rockefeller 
President  of  the  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.   20510 
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July  16,  1975 
THE  IMPACT  OF  THE  $36,000  SALARY  LIMITATION 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  been  gathering  data  from 
agencies  on  the  effect  the  $36,000  limitation  on  pay  is  having 
on  the  executive  branch's  efforts  to  recruit  and  retain  a  high- 
quality  managerial  and  professional  workforce. 

The  data  reveals  that  almost  all  agencies  are  faced  with 
similar  problems.   Hundreds  of  the  Federal  Government's  most 
valuable  officials  are  quitting  their  jobs  or  retiring  early 
because  of  the  $36,000  salary  limitation.   The  result  is  that 
many  key  positions  are  being  left  vacant  and  important  services 
performed  by  the  Government  are  beginning  to  suffer.   The 
growing  size  of  the  problem  is  shown  by  these  official  figures: 
The  rate  of  resignations  among  professional  employees  has 
doubled  since  1970.   Retirements  increased  by  50  percent  in 
the  single  year  from  1973  to  1974.   Early  retirements  of 
executives  are  plaguing  many  Government  agencies.   The  Internal 
Revenue  Service  reports,  for  example,  the  average  age  of  its 
retirees  has  gone  from  62.4  years  in  1969  to  56  years  currently. 

Many  critical  and  important  jobs  are  going  unfilled  for 
months.   For  example:   The  position  of  chief  actuary  of  the 
entire  Social  Security  system  has  been  vacant  for  15  months. 
The  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the  National  Institute  on 
Aging  at  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  has  been  vacant  since 
it  was  established  in  May  1974.   The  positions  of  Program  Director 
for  Chemotherapy  and  Program  Director  for  Cancer  Centers  in  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  have  been  vacant  for  months.   Only  three 
out  of  15  vacant  positions  (due  to  early  retirement)  of  administrative 
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law  judges  have  been  filled  at  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 
The  list  goes  on  and  on.   In  all  cases  it  is  clear  that  the 
$36,000  salary  limitation  is  a  major  reason  why  positions 
requiring  outstanding  qualifications  and  capabilities,  in 
addition  to  the  assumption  of  awsome  responsibilities,  are  so 
difficult  to  fill. 

Another  aspect  of  the  problem  involved  the  refusal  of  key 
employees  to  move  into  positions  of  greater  responsibility.   Aside 
from  the  assuming  of  greater  responsibilities  at  no  increase  in 
salary,  it  also  generally  involved  moving  to  a  different  part 
of  the  country,  uprooting  of  family  and  in  addition  bearing  the 
expense  that  moves  generally  entail.   Even  the  most  dedicated 
employees  must  consider  this  very  carefully.   For  example:   The 
Project  Manager  for  the  Apollo  Soyuz  Test  Project  refused  the 
Directorship  of  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  indicating  that  he 
could  not  afford  to  absorb  the  cost  of  moving  his  family  to 
Florida.   At  the  National  Weather  Service,  a  GS-16  employee  declined 
a  promotion  to  the  GS-17  position  of  Associate  Director  for 
Systems  Development.   At  the  Department  of  Transportation  a 
GS-17  Regional  Director  refused  reassignment  to  the  position 
of  Associate  Administrator  for  Airports  since  it  would  involve 
moving  to  Washington,  bearing  the  cost  of  the  move  and  the 
disadvantage  of  living  in  a  high-cost  area  without  any  additional 
compensation.   Once  again,  the  examples  cited  are  just  a  very 
small  fraction  of  an  ever-growing  list. 
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Perhaps  the  greatest  impact  of  the  $36,000  limitation  is 
felt  when  attempting  to  attract  outstandipg  candidates  from  the 
private  sector  to  fill  top  level  vacancies.   This  is  especially 
true  in  the  legal,  medical  and  scientific  areas.   Applicants  who 
are  curious  enough  to  apply,  or  who  are  solicited  because  they  are 
currently  in  similar  positions  in  the  private  sector,  are  quickly 
turned  off  by  the  $36,000  salary  or  with  the  prospect  that  it 
represents  the  end  of  the  road  as  far  as  salary  is  concerned. 
In  most  cases,  these  people  are  already  making  far  more  money 
in  their  current  jobs. 

The  general  higher  level  of  compensation  in  the  private  sector 
for  positions  similar  in  nature  and  scope  of  the  executive  levels 
in  government  not  only  serves  as  a  barrier  for  halting  the  flow 
of  executive  level  types  from  industry  into  the  government,  but 
at  the  same  time  serves  as  a  gateway  for  government  executives 
to  leave  government  employment  for  the  greener  pastures  of 
private  enterprise.   At  the  Commerce  Department,  the  Chief 
Economist  of  the  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis,  GS-16,  resigned  to 
take  a  higher- paying  position  in  private  enterprise.   At  the 
National  Cancer  Institute,  the  Clinical  Director  resigned  to 
accept  a  higher-paying  position  at  a  University.   At  the  Justice 
Department,  a  Supervisory  Trial  Attorney  at  the  GS-16  level 
resigned  to  accept  a  position  in  private  industry  at  a  substan- 
tially increased  salary.   At  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the 
GS-17  Director  of  Automated  Data  Systems  resigned  to  take  a 
$7  0,000  position  in  private  industry. 
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At  the  same  time,  at  HEW,  a  candidate  rejected  the  GS-18 
position  of  Director  of  the  Office  of  Child  Development  because 
she  was  currently  making  $50,000  in  private  industry.  ;  At  the 
Department  of  Interior,  a  candidate  declined  the  position  of 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Energy  and  Minerals  to  accept  a 
position  with  a  consulting  firm  paying  over  $50,000.   At  the 
Commerce  Department,  a  candidate  declined  appointment  to  a  GS-16 
Associate  General  Counsel  position  to  accept  a  position  paying 
$50,000.   At  the  Small  Business  Administration,  a  candidate 
declined  the  position  of  Associate  Administrator  for  Finance  and 
Investment  because  it  would  involve  a  loss  of  $14,000  of  his  current 
salary  in  the  private  sector. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  itself  has  been  hit  by  premature 
retirements  among  its  top  staff.   Many  of  these  key  persons  retired 
within  months  after  becoming  eligible  for  retirement.   For  example: 
An  Executive  Director  at  age  55,  A  Deputy  Executive  Director  at 
age  57,  A  General  Counsel,  age  55,  An  Assistant  Executive  Director, 
age  55,  A  Regional  Director,  55,  Two  Bureau  Directors,  55  and  56, 
and  two  Deputy  Bureau  Directors  at  55.   These  executives  had 
valuable  experience  and  skills  and  the  ability  to  render  additional 
valuable  service  for  perhaps  five  or  ten  more  years.   Many  of  them, 
in  fact,  are  still  working  full-time  outside  of  the  Federal  service. 

It  is  apparent  that  if  the  situation  remains  static,  that  is, 
if  the  $36,000  limitation  remains  and  at  the  same  time  the  level 
of  compensation  in  the  private  sector  remains  free  to  adjust  in  an 
open  market,  we  are  sure  to  see  the  problems  of  attracting  and 
retaining  quality  executives  become  even  more  pronounced. 


68-371  O  -  76  -  2 


DOCUMENT  3 


94th   Congress  1  COMMITTEE   PRINT  {    pJ^^gfS. 

1st  Session      J  1    Print  No.  94-3 


EXECUTIVE,  LEGISLATIVE,  AND  JUDICIAL 

SALARIES 


COMMITTEE  ON 

POST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL  SERVICE 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


JULY  11,  1975 


Printed  for  the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 


U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE 
55-356  O  WASHINGTON   :    1975 


(15) 


COMMITTEE  ON  POST  OFFICE  AND  CIVIL  SERVICE 


DAVID  N.   HENDERSON,  North  Carolina,   Chairman 
MORRIS  K.  UDALL,  Arizona,  Vice  Chairman 

EDWARD  J.   DERWINSKI,   Illinois 
ALBERT  W.   JOHNSON,  Pennsylvania 
JOHN  H.   ROUSSELOT,   California 
ANDREW  J.   HINSHAW,   California 
JAMES   M.   COLLINS,  Texas 
GENE   TAYLOR,   Missouri 
BENJAMIN   A.    OILMAN,   New  York 
ROBIN  L.   BEARD,   Tennessee 
TRENT  LOTT,  Mississippi 


DOMINICK  V.   DANIELS,   New  Jersey 
ROBERT  N.   C.   NIX,   Pennsylvania 
JAMES   M.    HANLEY,   New  York 
CHARLES  H.   WILSON,   California 
RICHARD   C.    WHITE,   Texas 
WILLIAM  D.  FORD,   Michigan 
WILLIAM    (BILL)    CLAY,   Missouri 
PATRICIA   SCHROEDER,   Colorado 


WILLIAM   LEHMAN,  Florida 

GLADYS  N.    SPELLMAN,  Maryland 

STEPHEN  L.   NEAL,  North   Carolina 

HERBERT  E.   HARRIS,  Virginia 

WILLIAM  M.   BRODHEAD,  Michigan 

PAUL  SIMON,   Illinois 

NORMAN  Y.   MINETA,  California 

JOHN  W.   JENRETTE,  Jr.,   South  Carolina 

STEPHEN  J.   SOLARZ,   New  York 

John  H.  Martiny,   Chief  Counsel 

Victor  C.   Smiroldo,  Staff  Director  and  Counsel 

Theodore  J.   Kazy,  Associate  Staff  Director 

Robert  E.  Lockhart,   Counsel 

Roy  C.   Mesker,  Senior  Staff  Assistant 


(ID 


(16) 


Foreword 


At  the  beginning  of  the  94th  Congress  Senator  Gale  McGee,  chair- 
man of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  and  Con- 
gressman David  N.  Henderson,  chairman  of  the  House  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  directed  their  staffs  to  develop,  in  co- 
operation with  representatives  of  the  executive  and  judicial  branches 
of  the  Government,  a  legislative  proposal  which,  as  a  minimum,  would 
give  some  measure  of  relief — 

(1)  to  the  pay  compression  of  over  approximately  15,000  Fed- 
eral employees  caused  by  the  lack  of  adjustment  in  the  $36,000 
pay  ceiling  since  March  1969 ;  and 

(2)  to  the  widening  pay  gap  arising  since  March  1969,  in  pay 
for  top  positions  under  the  statutory  salary  systems  and  in  the 
top  levels  of  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  branches, 
which  has  been  frozen  since  March  1969,  clue  to  (a)  the  increases 
in  the  cost  of  living  occurring  since  1969,  and  (b)  the  pay  adjust- 
ments which  have  occurred  since  March  1969,  in  the  private  sector, 
State  and  local  governments,  and  nonprofit  organizations. 

The  draft  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  included  in  this  committee 
print  as  attachment  I.  The  draft  was  developed  as  a  joint  eifort  by  the 
staffs  of  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  after  extensive  consultations  with  representatives  of  the 
executive  and  judicial  branches. 

This  committee  print  also  includes  the  basic  background  information 
on  the  critical  need  for  legislative  action  to  maintain  reasonable  and 
equitable  pay  levels  for  officials  running  the  Federal  Government.  The 
several  parts  of  the  committee  print  include  the  following  infor- 
mation— 

Part  1. — Summary  of  the  legislative  draft,  information  relating 
to  the  deterioration  of  the  purchasing  power  of  the  1969  pay  rates, 
identification  of  the  various  pay  studies,  and  the  hearings  held  by 
the  appropriate  House  committees  on  this  matter. 

Part  2. — Information  with  respect  to  the  history  of  the  top 
level  salary  adjustments  and  a  description  of  the  existing  pro- 
visions of  law  relating  to  the  Commission  on  Executive,  Legisla- 
tive, and  Judicial  Salaries  and  the  pay  comparability  procedure 
for  the  statutory  pay  systems — General  Schedule,  Foreign  Serv- 
ice, and  Physicians,  Dentists,  and  Nurses  of  the  Veterans  Admin- 
istration. This  part  also  shows  the  existing  rates  of  pay  of  the 
top  level  positions,  the  amount  of  the  comparability  increases 
and  the  cost-of-living  annuity  increases. 
There  also  is  included,  in  attachment  II,  a  copy  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  report  dated  February  25,  1975,  entitled,  "Critical 
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Need  for  a  Better  System  for  Adjusting  Top  Executive,  Legislative, 
and  Judicial  Salaries."  This  report  includes  the  basic  information  on 
the  effects  of  the  continuing  widening  pay  gap,  the  salary  compres- 
sions, the  effect  of  inflation  on  the  1969  rates  of  pay,  and  the  salary 
trends  in  non-Federal  executive  pay  since  1969. 


Part  I 


SUMMARY    OF    DRAFT    LEGISLATION 

The  purpose  of  the  draft  legislation  is  to  establish  a  new  pay  :  fixing 
procedure  for  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  top  officials  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment (Members  of  Congress,  judges,  and  top  officials  under  the 
Executive  Salary  Schedule  or  officials  with  rates  of  pay  comparable 
to  the  rates  under  the  Executive  Salary  Schedule),  which  will  stop  the 
widening  of  the  pay  gap  and  provide  a  cost-of-living  type  of  relief 
in  the  pay  ceiling  for  employees  in  the  statutory  pay  systems. 

It  will  not  provide  any  measure  of  relief  for  the  pay  gap  that  has 
arisen  since  March  1969.  It  is  anticipated  that  some  measure  of  relief 
would  be  considered  for  the  pay  gap  by  the  Commission  on  Executive, 
Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries,  which  will  next  serve  for  the  fiscal 
year  1977.  This  legislation  does  not  change  in  any  way  the  provisions 
of  law  relating  to  the  Commission  (2  U.S.C.  351-361) . 

The  major  policies  of  the  legislation  are  identified  below : 

(1)  Pay  adjusting  procedure. 

(a)  Section  2  of  the  draft  proposes  a  new  method  for  annual 
adjustment  of  rates  of  pay  for  each  level  of  the  Executive  Sched- 
ule. The  adjustment  would  become  effective  whenever  a  compara- 
bility adjustment  is  made  under  5  U.S.C.  5305  in  the  statutory 
salary  systems  (ordinarily  in  October  of  each  year).  The  amount 
of  the  adjustment  would  equal  the  percentage  of  the  comparability 
adjustment,  rounded  to  the  nearest  $100. 

(b)  Section  3  relates  to  the  salary  of  the  Vice  President  and 
provides  a  method  for  the  automatic  adjustment  of  the  rate  of 
pay  of  the  Vice  President  under  a  formula  that  is  identical  to  the 
formula  prescribed  for  the  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

(c)  Sections  4  and  5  cover  the  rates  of  pay  for  Members  of 
Congress,  judges,  and  officials  of  the  legislative  branch,  which 
would  be  adjusted  automatically  at  the  same  time  and  under  the 
same  formula  used  in  connection  with  the  Executive  Salary 
Schedule. 

(d)  The  pay  gap  which  has  arisen  since  the  last  adjustment 
of  pay  rates  in  1969  will  not  be  corrected  by  this  legislation,  but 
it  is  anticipated  that  this  matter  will  be  reviewed  by  the  next 
Quadrennial  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial 
Salaries  during:  fiscal  year  1977. 

THE    PAY    GAP 

The  salaries  of  the  top  officials  have  remained  stagnant  since  March 
1969. 

— but  the  cost  of  living  had  increased  approximately  46  percent 
by  March  1975,  cutting  the  purchasing  power  of  a  $42,500  rate 
bv  one-third : 

(i) 

(19) 
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— meanwhile,  non-Federal  executive  salaries  have  increased  over 

40  percent;  and 
— during  these  years  salaries  of  other  Federal  employees  have 
increased  about  50  percent. 
The  tables  set  forth  below  show  the  increases  in  a  $42,500  rate  that 
would  have  been  realized  since  March  1969.  had  such  rate  been  increased 
(1)  on  the  basis  of  comparability  increases  granted  in  the  statutory 
pay  systems,  under  5  U.S.C.  5305-5308,  and  (2)  on  the  basis  of  the 
amounts  of  the  annual  cost-of-living  increases.  A  third  table  shows  the 
effect  of  the  cost-of-living  increases  in  the  annuity  of  a  top  official  who 
retired  after  having  served  for  3  years  at  the  $42,500  rate,  with  an 
annuity  computed  on  the  basis  of  service  entitling  him  to  80  percent 
of  his  salary,  reduced  by  an  amount  to  provide  a  survivor  annuity. 

I.— INCREASED  SINCE  MAR.  1,  1969,  BY  A  PERCENTAGE  EQUAL  TO  THE  AVERAGE  GS  COMPARABILITY  PAY 

INCREASE  TO  OCT.  1,  1975 

[1969  rate  of  $42,500] 

Date  Percent  Amount 

Mar.  1,  1969 $42,500 

July  1,  1969 9.1  46,367 

Dec.27,  1969 •  6.0  49.149 

Jan.  1,  1971 6.0  52,098 

Jan.  1,  1972 5.5  54,964 

Jan.  1,  1973 5.1  57,767 

Oct.  1,  1973 4.8  60,539 


Oct 

1,  1974   .   . 

5.5 

63,  869 

II.- 

-INCREASED 

BY  THE  COST-OF-LIVING 

INCREASES 
MAR. 

IN  THE  CONSUMER  PRICE  INDEX  EACH  JANUARY  SINCE 
1,  1969 

Date 

Percent 

Amount 

Mar.  1,  1969 $42,500 

January  1970 4.90  44,582 

January  1971 .   5.20  46,900 

January  1972 3.35  48,472 

January  1973 3.65  50,241 

January  1974 9.40  54,964 

January  1975 11.70  61,394 


AXNT1TY    COMPUTATION    OX    $42,500 

A  Member  who  retired  on  March  1,  1972,  with  32  years'  creditable 
service  and  designated  a  survivor  annuity  would  have  been  entitled  to 
an  annuity  of  $30,870  per  annum,  based  on  a  high-3  average  salarv 
of  $42,500.^ 

Retirement  cost-of-living  increases  since  March  1969,  would  have 
resulted  in  the  following  adjustments  in  the  Member's  annuity : 

Date  Percent  Amoun 

March  1972 $30,870 

July  1972 4.8  32,352 

July  1973 6.1  34,325 

January  1974 5.5  36,213 

July  1974 6.3  38,494 

January  1975 7.3  41,305 

August  1975 5.1  43,411 
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THE   GROWING    COMPRESSION    PROBLEM 

[The  material  in  this  section  is  taken  from  the  General  Accounting 
Office  report  included  in  attachment  II.] 

The  pay  of  a  significant  growing  number  of  career  employees  is 
being  frozen  at  $36,000  a  year.  In  general,  pay  rates  of  the  other 
Federal  pay  systems  are  (1)  governed  by  the  legislated  principle  of 
comparability  with  pay  in  the  private  sector,  and  (2)  reviewed  and 
adjusted  annually  by  administrative  action.  Various  laws  provide, 
however,  that  Federal  pay  rates  not  exceed  the  rate  for  Executive 
Level  V— $36,000  a  year. 

The  pay  rates  for  GS-18,  the  top  step  of  GS-17,  and  equivalent 
positions  in  other  pay  systems  reached  the  ceiling  in  January  1971. 
With  each  annual  salary  increase  based  on  comparability  with  private 
sector  pay,  the  ceiling's  effect  has  progressively  penetrated  into  lower 
grades  and,  as  of  October  1974,  14.700  emplovees'  pay  was  limited  to 
the  $36,000  ceiling. 

For  example,  the  sharp  increase  in  the  percent  of  GS  supergrade 
employees  (GS-16,  GS-17,  and  GS-18)  paid  less  than  the  compara- 
bility rate  follows. 

Percentage  of  supergrade 

employees  limited 

Date  of  GS  increases  :  to  $36,000 

Jan.  1,  1971 18 

Jan.  1,  1972 33 

Jan.  1,  1973 64 

Oct.  1,  1973 85 

Oct.  1,  1974____' 92 

As  of  October  1974,  there  were  4,269  employees  in  grades  GS-16, 
GS-17,  and  GS-18  and  4,464  employees  in  the  top  three  steps  of  GS-15 
who  should  be  paid  more  than  the  ceiling.  The  following  table  shows 
the  GS-15  to  GS-18  salary  rates,  as  determined  by  the  comparability 
process,  and  the  asterisks  show  the  rates  limited  to  the  $36,000  ceiling. 

Steps  GS-15  GS-16  GS-17  GS-18 

1 $29,818  $34,607  $40,062*  $46,336* 

2 

3 ... 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

The  penetration  into  the  lower  grades  will  continue  and  may  ac- 
celerate. The  October  1974  pay  increase  for  Federal  white-collar  em- 
ployees was  5.52  percent  and  was  based  on  March  1974  private  sector 
pay  data.  Private  pay  has  significantly  increased  since  wage  and  price 
controls  ended  on  April  30,  1974,  which  may  be  reflected  in  October 
1975  Federal  comparability  pay  increases.  The  salary  rate  for  em- 
ployees in  the  top  step  of  GS-14  ($33,258)  is  only  8.25  percent  from 
the  ceiling. 

Salary  compression  seriously  weakens  two  statutory  pay  principles 
of  internal  equity — equal  pay  for  equal  work  and  maintaining  pay 
distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  and  performance  distinctions.  All 
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$29,818 

$34,  607 

$40,  062' 

30,812 

35,761 

41,397' 

31,806 

36,915* 

42,732' 

32,  800 

38, 069* 

44,  067' 

33,  794 

39,  223* 

45,  402' 

34,  788 

40,  377* 

35,  782 

41,531* 

36,  776* 

42,685* 

37,770* 

43,  839* 

38,764* 
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employees  in  grades  GS-18  and  GS-17,  89  percent  of  those  in  GS-16, 
and  19  percent  of  those  in  GS-15  now  receive  annual  salaries  of  $36,000. 
The  statutory  pay  principles  dictate  that  those  paid  the  same  should 
have  equal  responsibilities,  but  obviously  they  do  not.  In  fact,  many 
levels  of  supervision  in  a  typical  major  division  or  bureau  earn  the 
same  salary,  a  condition  which  would  be  considered  unacceptable  in 
the  private  sector.  A  June  1974  study  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
showed  that  the  intergrade  differentials  between  private  sector  equiva- 
lents to  GS-15  to  GS-18  were  as  follows : 

Percentage 
Between  grades :  differential 

GS-15  and  GS-16 24.6 

GS-16  and  GS-17 26.  3 

GS-17  and  GS-18 27.  5 

The  most  obvious  adverse  impact  of  compression  is  that  Federal  em- 
ployees are  denied  comparability  salary  increases  to  which  they  would 
otherwise  be  entitled.  Employees  whose  salary  rotes  are  below  the 
ceiling  have  received  an  average  increase  of  about  23  percent  since 
GS-18's  reached  the  ceiling  in  January  1971. 

The  difference  between  the  pay  of  senior  employees  and  the  pay  of 
lower  level  employees  has  narrowed  sharply  during  the  past  several 
years.  In  December  1969.  when  Federal  salaries  were  unaffected  by  the 
present  ceiling,  the  differential  between  the  pay  of  an  employee  in  the 
first  step  of  GS-12  and  the  pay  of  a  GS-18  employee  was  150  percent, 
or  $21,313.  After  the  October  1974  pay  increase,  the  differential  had 
narrowed  to  95  percent,  or  $17,537. 

Continuation  of  this  narrowing  will  not  only  further  distort  pay 
distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  distinctions,  but  it  will  reduce 
morale  within  the  work  force  and  have  a  negative  impact  upon  the  ca- 
reer incentives  of  employees  entering  the  career  service. 

PAY    STUDIES 

The  report  of  the  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Ju- 
dicial Salaries,  dated  June  1973,  which  is  the  most  recent  report  of  the 
quadrennial  commission  required  by  the  current  provisions  of  law, 
includes  substantial  background  information  on  the  amount  of  salary 
increases  in  private  industry  and  the  increases  in  the  cost  of  living 
generally.  The  Commission  recommended  a  25-percent  salary  increase 
to  restore  the  purchasing  power  of  the  top  officials,  and  also  recom- 
mended an  improvement  in  the  pay  adjustment  process  by  requiring 
a  biennial  adjustment  rather  than  a  quadrennial  adjustment. 

The  need  for  early  legislation  to  improve  the  pay  adjustment  proc- 
ess is  best  set  forth  in  a  recent  report  of  the  Comptroller  General, 
dated  Februray  25,  1975,  which  is  set  forth  in  appendix  II  of  the 
committee  print. 

Another  study  relating  to  judicial  salaries,  which  was  prepared  for 
the  Judicial  Conference.  Committee  on  Judicial  Compensation,  reads 
in  part  as  follows : 

FACTS  RELATIVE  TO  PRESENT  STATUS  OF  JUDICIAL  SALARIES  UNDER 
THE  POSTAL  REVENUE   AND  FEDERAL  SALARY  ACT  OF   10  6  7 

Salaries  of  Justices  and  judges  of  the  United  States  federal 
courts  have  been  frozen  since  March  1969  at  $40,000  for  judges 
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of  the  district  courts,  $42,500  for  judges  of  the  courts  of  ap- 
peals and  $60,000  for  Associate  Justices  of  the  Supreme  ( Jourt. 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  lias  increased  42  percent  from 
March  1969  through  September  1974,  and  is  projected  to  in- 
crease to  48  percent  by  March  1975.  The  freeze  on  judicial 
salaries,  coupled  with  the  escalating  inflationary  spiral  (Con- 
sumer Price  Index),  has  reduced  judicial  purchasing  power 
by  32  percent. 

It  must  be  recognized  that  judges  have  lost  purchasing 
power  each  year  since  March  1969.  This  has  resulted  in  a 
cumulative  loss  of  $53,480  for  district  judges  and  $56,830  for 
circuit  judges.  Even  if  the  1969  purchasing  power  of  judicial 
salaries  is  restored,  these  losses  will  never  be  recovered. 

In  contrast.  General  Schedule  federal  employees  have  re- 
ceived 38.1  percent  comparability  pay  increases  during  this 
same  period  of  time.  The  inequitable  and  discriminatory  re- 
sult of  freezing  judicial  salaries  for  five  years,  while  annually 
raising  the  salaries  of  General  Schedule  employees,  is  further 
accentuated  by  the  fact  that  in  addition,  these  federal  em- 
ployees have  also  received  step  increases,  mandated  under 
the  grade  system,  that  have  been  calculated  at  14.2  percent 
when  considered  with  the  comparability  increases  on  these 
step  increases.  Thus,  the  aggregate  pay  increase  since  1969 
for  an  average  federal  employee  is  calculated  to  be  52.3  per- 
cent, excluding  improvements  in  fringe  benefits.  If  federal 
judges  had  received  the  same  increases,  the  current  salaries 
would  be :  district  judges — $60,920;  court  of  appeals  judges — 
$64,728;  and,  Associate  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court — 
$91,380. 

Furthermore,  the  salaries  set  for  judges,  congressmen  and 
executive  appointees  in  1969  were  lower  than  recommended 
by  the  Salary  Commission.  Yet  it  can  be  argued  the  Salary 
Commission's  carefully  considered  proposal  represented  an 
equitable  pay  relationship  between  judicial,  legislative  and 
executive  salaries  and  positions  classified  under  the  General 
Schedule.  If  this  relationship  presently  prevailed,  the  salaries 
of  Justices  would  have  to  be  fixed  at  $98,995.  those  of  circuit 
judges  at  $76,150,  and  district  judges  at  $72,343.  It  should  be 
noted  that  these  increased  salaries  would  merely  restore  the 
level  of  purchasing  power  experienced  in  1969. 

While  federal  judicial  salaries  have  remained  unchanged 
since  March  1969,  salaries  of  state  chief  judges  have  increased 
44.2  percent.  Until  recently,  federal  judicial  salaries  have 
been  higher  than  top  salaries  in  almost  all  state  systems ;  how- 
ever, this  pattern  is  changing.  Whereas  in  1969  there  was 
only  one  state  (Xew  York)  in  which  judges  were  paid  more 
than  a  United  States  district  judge,  there  are  now  twenty 
states  compensating  judges  at  rates  equal  to  or  in  excess  of 
the  pay  of  federal  district  court  judges. 

Attorney's  salaries,  as  surveyed  by  the  United  States  De- 
partment of  Labor,  have  risen  43.9  percent  since  1969,  while 
salaries  of  federal  judges  have  not  risen  at  all. 
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Thus,  federal  judges  have  been  unjustly  treated  in  compari- 
son with  General  Schedule  federal  employees.  They  also  have 
not  been  permitted  to  keep  pace  with  their  brethren  on  the 
bench  in  state  systems  or  with  private  practitioners. 

While  judicial  salaries  have  been  frozen,  top  officials  in 
the  private  sector  of  our  economy  have  received  salary  in- 
creases averaging  59.8  percent. 

Such  disparities  have  given  impetus  to  the  rise  in  resig- 
nations of  federal  judges  and  to  reduced  morale  within  the 
Federal  Judiciary.  An  unprecedented  seven  federal  district 
judges  have  resigned  since  November  1973.  If  a  significant 
salary  increase  is  not  made,  many  other  judges  now  in  their 
prime,  who  desire  to  continue  in  the  Judiciary,  may  also  feel 
forced  to  return  to  private  practice,  at  a  serious  loss  to  the 
ranks  of  the  Federal  Judiciary. 

Another  relevant  consideration  is  the  increased  efficiency 
and  productivity  of  the  Judiciary.  The  average  overall  in- 
crease in  case  terminations  per  judgeship  is  29.5  percent  for 
the  period  1968-1974.  The  mean  processing  time  for  civil 
cases  has  dropped  10  percent  in  the  federal  district  courts  and 
12.1  percent  in  the  courts  of  appeals.  These  improvements 
occurred  during  a  period  when  filing  increased  36  percent 
and  what  have  been  classified  as  "difficult  cases"  increased 
300.8  percent.  Thus,  it  is  apparent  that  in  1974  federal  judges 
are  doing  more  work  and  doing  it  more  efficiently  than  they 
did  in  1968.  Moreover,  even  with  their  greater  workload,  it 
is  evident  that  federal  judges  are  performing  at  a  level  of 
quality  as  high  or  higher  than  ever. 

One  should  take  note  of  the  fact  that  legislative  and  execu- 
tive salaries,  like  judicial  salaries,  have  not  increased  since 
March  1969.  The  same  losses  in  purchasing  power  through 
inflation  apply  to  them.  In  addition,  because  top  level  execu- 
tive salaries  have  not  increased  since  1969,  whereas  General 
Schedule  salaries  have,  there  is  a  ceiling  compression  at  the 
upper  end  of  the  salary  scale.  Over  15,000  federal  executives 
have  salaries  below  those  to  which  the  General  Schedule 
would  normally  entitle  them. 

Economic  considerations,  fairness  and  concern  for  the  qual- 
ity of  the  Judiciary  warrant  a  federal  judiciary  salary  in- 
crease of  not  less  than  50  percent.  Similar  arguments  apply  to 
Congress  and  Executive  appointees.  The  magnitude  of  the 
recent  increases  in  the  consumer  price  index  underscores  the 
need  to  adjust  executive,  legislative  and  judicial  salaries  on 
an  annual  basis  to  preclude  the  undue  erosion  of  their  income. 

Another  study  entitled,  "Report  of  Special  Survey  of  Level  of 
Quality  of  Patient  Care  at  Veterans'  Administration  Hospitals  and 
Clinics.*'  relating  to  the  pay  of  physicians,  dentists,  and  nurses  in  vet- 
erans* hospitals,  includes  the  following  recommendation  : 
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RECOMMENDED    PRIORITIES   FOR    ACTION 

Legislative  proposals 

1.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Task  Force,  the  top  priority  to  be 
considered  is  remuneration  for  physicians. 

We  recommend  that  legislative  action  be  sought  in  the  cur- 
rent session  of  the  Congress  to  obtain  incentive  pay  for  physi- 
cians, dentists,  and  nurses.  Such  actions  are  critically  impor- 
tant because  the  pay  raise  anticipated  in  October,  1974,  will 
have  no  benefit  for  1,850  physicians  and  dentists  and  an  addi- 
tional 835  will  not  be  able  'to  realize  the  full  percentage  in- 
crease of  the  raise  due  to  the  $36,000  per  annum  salary 
restriction.  If  improved  remuneration  is  not  forthcoming  in 
the  next  few  months,  we  are  convinced  that  the  VA's  ability 
to  recruit  well -qualified  physicians  will  be  seriously  impaired 
and  there  will  be  an  acceleration  of  resignations  and  conver- 
sions to  part-time  employment  for  economic  reasons.  The 
Task  Force  recommendation  for  legislation  for  retirement 
credit  to  be  granted  for  undergraduate  education  prior  to  en- 
tering Federal  service  is  not  accepted  as  immediately  impor- 
tant for  recruitment.  However,  it,  plus  special  provision  for 
sabbatical  leave  will  be  influential  in  retention,  and  therefore 
will  be  considered  for  future  action. 

HEARINGS 

The  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  discussed  the 
problems  relating  to  the  pay  of  top  officials  during  hearings  on  Feb- 
ruary 26  and  27,  1975,  with  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission (Committee  Hearing  No.  94-15,  see  particularly  pages  15  and 
16),  and  with  the  Comptroller  General  on  March  20,  1975  (Committee 
Hearing  No.  94-12,  see  particularly  pages  4  and  43). 

Matters  relating  to  the  pay  for  judges  currently  are  being  con- 
sidered during  hearings  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Courts,  Civil 
Liberties,  and  the  Administration  of  Justice,  of  the  House  Judiciary 
Committee. 

In  addition,  hearings  have  been  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Hos- 
pitals of  the  House  Committee  on  Veterans  Affairs,  relating  to  the 
pay  of  physicians,  dentists,  and  nurses  at  Veterans'  Administration 
hospitals. 

NUMBER    OF    EMPLOYEES 

Executive  schedule : 

Level  I 12 

Level  II 53 

Level  III 102 

Level  IV 347 

Level  V 271 

Total 785 

Legislative  (Members  and  top  officials) 560 
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number  of  EMPLOYEES — Continued 

Judicial  : 

Chief  Justice  of  the  Tinted  States 1 

Associate  Justices,   Supreme  Court 10 

Judges,  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 144 

Judges.  Court  of  Claims 10 

Judges,  Court  of  Military  Appeals 3 

Judges.  Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 6 

Judges,   District  Courts 502 

Judges,  Customs  Court 12 

Judges.  Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 22 

Administrative  Assistance  to  Chief  Justice 1 

Director,  Federal  Judicial  Center 1 

Director,  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts 1 

Deputy  Director.  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts 1 

Commissioners.   Court  of  Claims 16 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (full-time  maximum) 190 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy   i  part-time  maximum) 30 

U.S.   Magistrates   133 

Total  1,  083 

Affected  by  $36,000  ceiling : 
Executive  branch  : 

General  Schedule 8.750 

Veterans  Schedule 2,000 

Foreign  Service  Schedule 1,300 

Others 2, 100 

Judicial  branch  350 

Legislative  branch 100 

Total   14,  600 

In  addition  to  the  above,  there  are  600  officers  in  the  armed  services 
whose  pay  is  limited  by  the  $86,000  ceiling. 

COSTS 

It  is  estimated  that  the  October  1975  comparability  increase  will  be 
approximately  8  percent.  The  cost  of  an  8-percent  increase  is  estimated 
to  be  as  follows : 

In  millions 

Executive  schedule $2.4 

Legislative 1-  8 

Judicial    3. 5 

Affected  by  compression 42.0 

Total  49.  7 

These  cost  figures  are  computed  on  the  basis  of  an  average  increase 
of  $3,200  for  the  top  officials  and  an  increase  of  $2,880  for  employees 
affected  by  the  pay  ceiling.  The  total  is  less  than  estimated  in  the 
Comptroller  General's  report  which  uses  a  cost  of  approximately  $6.5 
million  for  each  1  percent  or  a  total  of  $52  million. 

The  executive  branch  has  advised  that  since  the  top  executive  sala- 
ries and  the  employees  affected  by  the  compression  are  spread  through- 
out the  entire  executive  branch,  all  costs  for  the  executive  branch  will 
be  absorbed  by  each  applicable  agency  without  any  requests  for  addi- 
tional appropriations  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 
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Part  II 

HISTORY  OF  SALARY  ADJUSTMENTS 


THE  PRESIDENT 


Year  Amount     Statutory  authority 


1789 $25,  000     Act  of  Sept.  24,  1789,  1  Stat.  72. 

Act  of  Feb.  18,  1703,  1  Stat.  318. 

1873 50,  000     Act  of  Mar.  3,  1873,  17  Stat.  486. 

1909 75,  000     Public  Law  60-326.  Mar.  4,  1909,  35  Stat.  859. 

1949 100.  000     Public  Law  81-2,  Jan.  19,  1949,  63  Stat.  4. 

1969 200,  000     Public  Law  91-1,  Jan.  17,  1969,  83  Stat.  3. 


THE  VICE  PRESIDENT 


1789 $5,  000  Act  of  Sept.  24,  1789,  1  Stat.  72. 

Act  of  Feb.  18,  1793,  1  Stat,  318. 

1853 8,  000  Act  of  Mar.  3,  1853,  10  Stat.  212. 

1873 10,  000  Act  of  Mar.  3,  1873,  17  Stat,  486. 

1874 8,  000  Act  of  Jan.  20,  1874.  IS  Stat,  'part  3)  4. 

1907 12,  000  Sec.  4,  Public  Law  59-129,  Feb.  26,  1907,  34  Stat.  993. 

1925 15,  000  Sec.  4,  Public  Law  68-624,  Mar.  4,  1925,  43  Stat.  1301. 

1946 20,  000  Sec.  601,  Public  Law  79-601,  Aug.  2,  1946,  60  Stat.  850. 

1949 30,  000  Sec.  1,  Public  Law  81-2,  Jan.  19,  1949,  63  Stat.  4. 

1955 35,  000  Sec.  4,  Public  Law  84-9,  Mar.  2,  1955.  69  Stat.  11. 

1964 43,  000  Public  Law  S8-426,  Aug.  14,  1964,  78  Stat.  422. 

1969 62,  500  Public  Law  91-67,  Sept.  15,  1969,  83  Stat,  107. 

Public  Law  81-2,  January  19.  1949,  63  Stat.  4,  granted  the  President 
an  annual  tax  exempt  expense  allowance  of  $50,000,  and  the  Vice 
President  an  annual  allowance  of  810,000,  "to  assist  in  defraying 
expenses  relating  to  or  resulting  from  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties."  The  tax  exemption  on  these  allowances  was  discontinued, 
effective  January  20,  1953,  by  section  619,  Public  Law  82-183,  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1951. 

Economy  legislation  in  effect  in  1932-35  reduced  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent's salary  by  15  percent,  10  percent,  and  5  percent  successively 
during  that  period.  Full  salary  was  restored  on  April  1,  1935. 

Retirement 

Each  former  President  is  entitled  to  receive  for  the  remainder  of  his 
life  a  monetary  allowance  at  a  rate  per  annum  which  is  equal  to  the 
annual  rate  of  basic  pay  of  the  head  of  an  Executive  department 
(currently  860,000)  and  the  widow  of  a  President  i>  entitled  to  receive 
a  pension  of  $20,000  per  annum  if  .-lie  waives  the  right  to  any  Federal 
annuity  or  pension  and  does  not  remarry  before  age  60  (3  U.S.C.  102, 
note).  Participation  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system  (5  U.S.C. 
S331-834S)  is  available  to  the  Vice  President  on  his  application. 
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SPEAKER  OF  THE  HOUSE 


Year 


Amount     Statutory  authority 


1789 *  $12 

1816 3,000 

1818 »  16 

1856 6,000 

1866 8,000 

1873 10,000 

1874 8,000 

1907 12,000 

1925 15,000 

1946 20,000 

1949 30,000 

1955 35,000 

1965 43,000 

1969 62,500 


Act  of  Sept.  22,  1789,  1  Stat.  71. 

Act  of  Mar.  19,  1816,  3  Stat.  257. 

Act  of  Jan.  22,  1818,  3  Stat.  404. 

Act  of  Aug.  16,  1856,  11  Sat.  48. 

Act  of  July  28,  1866,  14  Stat.  323. 

Act  of  Mar.  3,  1873,  17  Stat.  486. 

Act  of  Jan.  20,  1874,  18  Stat,  (part  (3)  4. 

Sec.  4,  Public  Law  59-129,  Feb.  26,  1907,  34  Stat.  994. 

Sec.  4,  Public  Law  68-624,  Mar.  4,  1925,  43  Stat.  1301. 

Sec.  601,  Public  Law  79-601,  Aug.  2,  1946,  60  Stat.  850. 

Sec.  1,  Public  Law  81-2,  Jan.  19,  1949,  63  Stat.  481. 

Sec.  4,  Public  Law  84-9,  Mar.  2,  1955,  69  Stat.  11. 

Sec.  204,  Public  Law  88-426,  Aug.   14,  1964,  78  Stat. 

415,  effective  Jan.  3,  1965. 
Public  Law  91-67,  Sept.  15,  1969,  83  Stat.  107,  effective 

Mar.  1,  1969. 


Per  day  in  session. 


Allowance 


$10,000  expense  allowance  (taxable)  to  assist  in  defraying  expenses 
relating  to  official  duties  (2  U.S.C.  31b). 

PRESIDENT  PRO  TEMPORE  OF  THE  SENATE 


Year 


Amount     Statutory  authority 


1969. 
1969. 


$42,  500     Same  as  rate  for  other   Members  prior  to    1969' 
except  when  there  is  no  Vice  President,  then  same 
rate  as  for  Vice  President  (2  U.S.C.  32). 
49,  500     Public  Law  91-67,   Sept.   15,    1969,  83  Stat.   107, 
effective  Mar.  1,  1969. 


MAJORITY  AND  MINORITY  LEADERS  OF  HOUSE  AND  SENATE 


1965 $30,000 

1965. _   35,000 

1969 49,500 


Same  as  rate  for  other  Members  prior  to  1965. 
Sec.    11(e),    Public    Law   89-301,    Oct.    29,    1965, 

79  Stat.  1120,  effective  Oct.  1,  1965. 
Public  Law  91-67,  Sept.   15,   1969,  83  Stat.   107 

effective  Mar.  1,  1969. 
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MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS 


Year  Amount     Statutory  authority 


1856 $3,000     Act  of  Aug.  16,  1856,  11  Stat.  48. 

1857 2  250     Act  of  Dec.  23,  1857,  11  Stat.  367. 

1866 5,  000     Act  of  July  28,  1866,  14  Stat,  323. 

1873 7,  500     Act  of  Mar.  3,  1873,  17  Stat,  486. 

1874 5,000     Act  of  Jan.  20,  1874,  18  Stat,  (part  3)  4. 

Mar.  4,  1907 7,  500     Sec.  4,  Public  Law  59-129,  Feb.  26,  1907,  34  Stat. 

993. 
Mar.  4,  1925 10,000     Sec.  4,  Public  Law  68-624,  Mar.  4,  1925,  43  Stat. 

1301. 
Jan.  3,  1947 12,  500     Sec.  601(a),  Public  Law  79-601,  act  of  Aug.  2,  1946, 

60  Stat.  850. 
Mar.  1,  1955 22,500     Sec.  4(a),  Public  Law  84-9,  act  of  Mar.  2,   1955, 

69  Stat.  11. 
Jan.  3,  1965 30,000     Sec.  204,  Public  Law  88-426,  act  of  Aug.  14,  1964, 

78  Stat.  415. 
Mar.  1,  1969 42,500     Recommendations    of    President    under    sec.    225, 

Public  Law  90-206,  Dec.  16,  1967,  81  Stat.  642. 

1  Same  rates  now  apply  to  the  Resident  Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  and 
the  Delegates  from  the  District  of  Columbia,  Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

2  Monthly. 

From  1789  to  1856,  Senators  and  Representatives  received  per 
diem  pa}7  while  Congress  was  in  session,  except  for  the  period  1815- 
1817  when  they  received  $1,500  a  year.  First  established  at  $6  a  day, 
per  diem  was  raised  to  $8  in  1818  and  remained  there  until  1856  when 
Members  of  Congress  were  placed  on  annual  salaries. 

Economy  legislation  in  the  period  1932-35  reduced  the  compensation 
of  Members  of  Congress  15  percent,  10  percent,  and  5  percent  succes- 
sively during  that  period.  Full  compensation  was  restored  April  1, 
1935. 

Retirement 

Participation  in  the  civil  service  retirement  system  (5  U.S.C. 
8331-8348)  is  available  to  the  Members  of  Congress  on  their  applica- 
tion. 

Allowances 

$2,500  expense  allowance  per  annum  effective  January  3,  1947,  to 
assist  in  defraying  expenses  relating  to  official  duty,  for  which  no  tax 
liability  shall  incur.  Section  601(b),  act  of  August  2,  1946,  60  Stat.  850. 

Effective  January  3,  1953,  expense  allowance  made  subject  to  tax 
liability.  Section  619(d),  act  of  October  20,  1951  (Revenue  Act  of 
1951)  65  Stat,  570. 

Effective  March  1,  1955,  the  expense  allowance  provisions  of  the 
1946  act  were  repealed.  Section  4(b),  act  of  March  2,  1955,  69  Stat.  11. 
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CABINET  OFFICERS 


Year  Amount     Statutory  authority 


1789 S3,  500  Act  of  Sept.  11,  1789,  1  Stat,  68. 

1799 5,  000  Act  of  Mar.  2,  1799,  1  Stat.  730. 

1819 6,  000  Act  of  Feb.  20,  1819,  3  Stat,  484. 

1853 8,  000  Act  of  Mar.  3,  1853,  10  Stat.  212. 

1873 10,  000  Act  of  Mar.  3,  1873,  17  Stat.  486. 

1874 8,  000  Act  of  Jan.  20,  1874,  18  Stat,  (pt.  3)  4. 

1907 12,  000  Sec.  4,  Public  Law  59-129,  Feb.  26,  1907. 

1925 15,  000  Sec.  4,  Public  Law  68-624,  Mar.  4,  1925. 

1949 22,  500  Sec.  1,  Public  Law  81-359,  Oct.  15,  1949. 

1956 25,  000  Sec.  102,  Public  Law  84-854,  July  31,  1956. 

1964 (Included  under  level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule.) 

The  above  rates  have  not  applied  to  every  job  in  the  President's 
Cabinet  through  the  years,  but  each  rate  was  generally  recognized 
as  the  established  rate  for  the  head  of  an  executive  department. 

In  1873,  the  rates  for  top  Government  officials  were  increased, 
but  the  increases  were  repealed  the  next'  year. 

Economy  legislation  effective  in  1932-35  reduced  rates  15  percent, 
10  percent,  and  5  percent  successively  during  that  period.  Full  salary 
was  restored  April  1,  1935. 

THE  EXECUTIVE  SCHEDULE 

1964 »  19672  19693 

Level  I 

Level  II 

Level  III 

Level  IV 

Level  V 

1  Sec.  303,  Public  Law  88-426,  approved  Aug.  14,  1964. 

2  Sec.  215,  Public  Law  90-206,  approved  Dec.  16,  1967. 

3  Adjustments  based  on  recommendations  of  Commission  on  Executive,  Legis- 
lative, and  Judicial  Salaries  (sec.  225,  Public  Law  90-206,  approved  Dec.  16, 
1967). 

4  No  change. 

3  Public  Law  93-178,  approved  Dec.  10,  1973,  reduced  the  rate  for  Attorney 
( reneral  Saxbe  to  $35,000. 

Note. — The  President's  recommendations  for  1974  (Appendix,  1975  Fiscal 
Year  Budget,  p.  L030J  were  vetoed  by  S.  lies.  293,  adopted  by  a  vote  of  71-26 
on  Alar.  6,  1974. 

Level  I — Cabinet  officers. 

Level  II — Deputy  Secretaries  of  major  departments,  Secretaries  of  military  de- 
partments and  heads  of  major  agencies. 
Level  III — Deputy   Secretaries   of   minor   departments,    heads   of   middle   level 

agencies. 
Level  IV — Assistant  Secretaries  and  General  Counsels  of  departments,  heads  of 

minor  agencies,  members  of  certain  Boards  and  Commissions. 
Level  V — Administrators,   Commissioners,   Directors,   and   Members  of   Boards, 
Commissions,  or  units  of  agencies. 
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COMMISSION  ON  EXECUTIVE,  LEGISLATIVE,  ANI> 
JUDICIAL  SALARIES 

Section  225,  Public  Law  90-206.  approved  December  16,  1967, 
2  U.S.C.  351,  authorized  the  appointment  of  a  Commission  on  Execu- 
tive. Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries  to  serve  for  the  period  of  the 
1969  fiscal  year,  and  the  appointment  of  a  new  Commission  to  serve 
during  the  period  of  every  fourth  fiscal  year  following  the  1969  fiscal 
year. 

The  Commission  is  rompo-^ed  of  nine  members,  three  to  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  two  by  the  President  of  the  Senate,  two  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House,  and  two  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  United 
States. 

The  Commission  is  required  to  conduct  quadrennial  reviews  of, 
and  recommend  rates  of  pay  for.  Members  of  Congress,  the  principal 
officials  of  the  legislative  branch,  the  judiciary,  and  the  principal 
officials  of  the  executive  branch.  The  quadrennial  reviews  and  recom- 
mendations are  to  be  submitted  to  the  President,  who,  in  turn,  is 
required  to  include  in  his  next  budget  to  the  Congress,  his  recom- 
mendation^ as  to  the  exact  rates  of  pay  he  deems  advisable* 

The  President's  recommendations  become  effective  automatically, 
unless  within  30  days  after  the  recommendations  are  submitted  to 
the  Congress,  the  Congress  enacts  a  statute  establishing  different 
rates  of  pay,  or  one  of  the  Houses  of  Congress  disapproves  any  or  all 
of  them. 

Fiscal  Year  1969 

The  Commission's  stud}r  and  recommendations  for  fiscal  year  1969 
were  submitted  to  the  President  in  December  1968,  and  the  President, 
in  turn,  submitted  his  recommendations  to  the  Congress  with  his 
budget  message  in  January  1969  (see  H.  Doc.  No.  91-51).  On  Febru- 
ary 4,  1969,  the  Senate,  by  a  vote  of  34-47,  defeated  a  resolution 
(Senate  Res.  82)  proposing  to  disapprove  the  President's  recommenda- 
tions. On  February  5,  1969,  the  House  Rules  Committee  voted  to 
table  a  resolution  (II.  Res.  142)  providing  for  the  adoption  of  a 
resolution  (II.  Res.  133)  which  was  before  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  proposing  to  disapprove  the  President's  recom- 
mendations. 

Since  neither  House  adopted  a  resolution  of  disapproval,  the 
President's  recommendations  became  effective  in  February  and 
March  1969.  as  applicable  for  each  group  of  officials  after  the  end  of 
the  30-day  period  following  the  submission  of  the  President's  recom- 
mendations. 

Fiscal  Year  1973 

The  appointment  of  the  members  of  the  Commission  for  fiscal  year 
1973  was  not  completed  until  December  11,  1972,  too  late  for  the 
Commission  to  conclude  a  review  and  formulate  a  report  to  the 
President  in  time  for  him  to  include  recommendations  in  his  budget 
presentation  in  January  1973. 

The  Commission's  report  was  submitted  to  the  President  late  in 
June  1973,  and  the  President's  recommendation-  were  submitted  to 
the  Congress  with  live  budget  on  February  4,  1974  (see  p.  1030, 
Appendix  to  Fiscal  Year  1975  Budget). 

The  President's  recommendations  were  vetoed  upon  adoption  of 
Semite  Resolution  293  on  March  6,  1974,  by  a  vote  of  71  to  26.  House 
Resolution  807,  disapproving  the  President's  recommendations  was 
reported  to  the  House  on  March  4,  1974  (II.  Rept.  93-870)  but  was 
not  acted  on  by  the  ilou-e. 
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PAY  COMPARABILITY 

The  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970 
(Public  Law  91-656,  5  U.S.C.  5305-5308) 

This  act  provides  a  permanent  method  of  adjusting  the  rates  of  pay 
of  Federal  employees  who  are  paid  under  the  statutory  pay  systems — 
General  Schedule,  Foreign  Service,  and  Physicians,  Dentists,  and 
Nurses  of  the  Veterans'  Administration.  The  act  also  authorizes 
adjustments  to  be  made  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  employees  of  the 
legislative,  judicial,  and  executive  branches  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
(except  employees  whose  pay  is  disbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House)  whose  rates  of  pay  are  fixed  by 
administrative  action  pursuant  to  law,  and  are  not  otherwise  adjusted 
by  the  President. 

The  procedure  requires  the  President  to  direct  such  agent  as  he  con- 
siders appropriate  (normally  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission and  the  Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget)  to  pre- 
pare and  submit  to  him  annually  a  report — 

That  compares  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay  systems 
with  the  pay  in  private  industry  on  the  basis  of  the  annual  survey 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics; 

That  makes  recommendations  for  adjustments  in  rates  of  pay 
based  on  comparability;  and 

Includes  the  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Federal  Em- 
ployees Pay  Council,  established  by  this  act,  which  is  comprised 
of  representatives  of  employee  organizations. 
There  is  also  established  a  three-member  Advisory  Committee  on 
Federal  Pay,  an  independent  establishment,  to  assist  the  President  in 
carrying  out  the  policy  of  this  act.  This  Committee  shall — 
Review  the  annual  report  of  the  President's  agent; 
Consider  such  further  views  and  recommendations  from  em- 
ployee organizations,  the  President's  agent,  other  officials  of  the 
Government,  or  such  experts  as  it  may  consult;  and 

Report  its  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  President. 
The  President,  after  considering  the  report  of  his  agent  and  the 
findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal 
Pay,  is  required  to  make  adjustments  in  the  statutory  rates  of  pay  as 
he  determines  appropriate  to  carry  out  the  comparability  principles, 
effective  October  1  of  each  year.  The  President  is  required  to  transmit 
to  Congress  a  report  of  the  pay  adjustments  he  makes,  together  with 
the  reports  submitted  to  him  by  his  agent  and  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay. 

Alternate  Pay  Proposal 

If,  because  of  a  national  emergency  or  economic  conditions  affecting 
the  general  welfare,  the  President  determines  it  inappropriate  to  make 
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the  pay  comparability  adjustments,  he  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to 
the  Congress,  before  September  1,  an  alternate  pay  adjustment  plan. 
The  alternate  plan  would  become  effective  on  October  1  and  would 
continue  unless  within  30  days  after  receiving  it,  Congress  vetoed  the 
plan.  In  such  event,  the  President  is  required  to  issue  the  original  com- 
parability adjustments.  The  congressional  veto  of  an  alternate  plan 
would  follow  a  procedure  similar  to  the  procedure  established  for  con- 
gressional disapproval  of  an  executive  reorganization  plan. 

Initial  Adjustments 

The  1970  act  authorized  the  President  to  make  the  first  two  com- 
parability adjustments  effective  on  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  January  1,  1971,  and  January  1,  1972,  re- 
spectively, rather  than  October  1  of  each  year,  as  provided  for  the 
subsequent  adjustments. 

January  1971 

The  first  comparability  increase  under  the  1970  act  was  placed  into 
effect  as  of  the  first  pay  period  after  January  1,  1971,  under  Executive 
Order  11576,  dated  January  8,  1971. 

January  1972 

The  President  sent  an  alternative  plan  to  the  Congress,  dated 
August  31,  1971  (H.  Doc.  No.  92-158)  proposing  that  the  January 
1972  comparability  increase  be  delayed  until  July  1972.  On  October  4, 
1971,  the  House,  by  a  vote  of  174-207,  failed  to  approve  House  Reso- 
lution 596,  disapproving  the  alternative  pa}^  plan.  The  Senate  did  not 
vote  on  a  disapproval  resolution.  Since  the  alternate  plan  was  not  dis- 
approved by  either  House  of  Congress  within  the  30  calendar  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress  following  the  submission  of  such 
plan,  as  permitted  under  5  U.S.C.  5305(c),  the  alternative  plan 
became  effective  automatically. 

Subsequently,  section  3  of  the  Economic  Stabilization  Act  Amend- 
ments of  1971  (Public  Law  92-210,  December  22,  1C»71)  directed  the 
President  to  place  the  January  1972  comparability  adjustments  into 
effect  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  began  after 
January  1,  1972,  in  amounts  which  would  not  be  greater  than  the 
wage  guidelines  established  for  wage  and  salary  adjustments  for  the 
private  sector.  The  President  placed  such  comparability  adjustments 
into  effect  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  beginning  after 
January  1,  1972,  under  Executive  .Order  11637,  dated  December  22, 
1971. 

October  1972 

The  next  comparability  increase  was  due  on  October  1,  1972.  On 
August  31,  1972,  the  President  sent  a  message  to  the  Congress  (House 
Doc.  No.  92-349)  advising  that  on  the  basis  of  the  provisions  of  section 
3  of  the  Economic  Stabilization  Act  Amendments  of  1971,  he  would 
recommend  that  the  increases  necessary  to  achieve  comparability  be 
paid  starting  January  1,  1973,  rather  than  on  October  1,  1972,  in 
order  that  the  Federal  employees  have  only  one  pay  increase  during 
calendar  year  1972.  These  comparability  pay  increases  were  placed 
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into  effect  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  began  on  or 
after  January  1,  1973,  under  Executive  Order  11691,  dated  December 
15,  1972. 

Subsequently,  it  was  hold  in  the  case  of  National  Treasury  Employees 
Union  v.  Richard  M.  Nison,  492  F.  2d  587,  that  the  delay  to  January 
1973  was  improper,  Executive  Order  11777,  April  12,  1974,  amended 
Executive  Order  11691,  December  15,  1972,  to  provide  that  the  pay 
raises  granted  by  Executive  Order  11691  were  to  be  retroactively 
effective  to  October  1972  rather,  than  January  1973. 

October  1,  1973 

The  President,  on  August  31,  1973,  sent  an  alternative  plan  to  the 
Congress  (H.  Doc.  No.  93-140)  proposing  to  delay  the  October  1973 
increase  until  the  first  pay  period  beginning  or  or  after  December  1, 
1973.  On  September  28,1973,  the  Senate,  by  a  vote  of  72-16,  approved 
the  resolution  (S.  Res.  171)  disapproving  the  President's  alternative 
plan  to  delay  the  comparability  adjustment  from  October  1  to  De- 
cember 1,  1973. 

There  was  no  action  in  the  House  on  a  comparable  resolution.  The 
adjustments  became  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period 
beginning  on  or  after  October  1,  1973,  under  Executive  Order  11739, 
dated  October  3,  1973. 

October  1,   1974 

The  President  on  August  31,  1974,  sent  an  alternative  plan  to  the 
Congress  (II.  Doc.  93-342)  proposing  to  delay  the  October  1974  in- 
crease until  January  1975. 

On  September  19,  1974,  the  Senate,  by  a  vote  of  64-35,  approved 
the  resolution  (S.  Res.  394)  disapproving  the  President's  alternative 
plan  to  delay  the  comparability  adjustment  from  October  1974  to 
January  1975. 

There  was  no  action  on  a  comparable  House  Resolution  (H.  Res. 
1351).  The  adjustment  became  effective  in  October  1974  under 
Executive  Order  11811,  October  7,  1974. 
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COST  OF  LIVING  ADJUSTMENTS  IN  ANNUITIES— 
5  U.S.C.  8340 

The  provisions  of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (5  U.S.C.  8340) 
provide  that  whenever  the  nationwide  Consumer  Price  Index  increases 
by  at  leasl  3  percent  over  the  index  for  the  month  used  as  the  base  for 
the  mosl  recent  cost-of-living  annuity  increase,  and  remains  at  or 
exceeds  3  percent  for  3  consecutive  months,  an  increase  equal  to  the 
highest  percentage  rise  in  the  index  during  the  3  consecutive  months, 
plus  an  additional  1  percent,  will  be  made  automatically  in  each 
annuity.  The  annuity  increase  becomes  effective  on  the  first  day  of 
the  third  month  following  the  3-consecutive-month  period. 

The  present  procedure  of  providing  cost-of-living  adjustments  in 
the  annuities  of  Federal  retirees  is  the  result  of  several  amendments 
to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act, 

The  1902  amendments  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (Public 
Law  87-793;  76  Stat.  S69)  provided  that  whenever  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  rose  by  an  average  of  3 
percent  or  more  for  a  full  calendar  year  above  the  average  base  year, 
a  comparable  percentage  increase  in  retiree--'  annuities  would  become 
effective  on  April  1  of  the  following  year.  If  the  increase  in  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  was  not  3  percent,  the  Civil  Service  ( 'ommission  had 
to  wait  until  the  following  January  1  for  another  determination. 

The  1905  amendments  to  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (Public 
Law  89  205:  79  Stat.  840)  geared  cost-of-living  adjustments  to  a  more 
sensitive  monthly  indicator  instead  of  the  average  calendar  year 
indicator.  These  amendments  provided  that  whenever  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  rose  3  percent  or  more  for  3  consecutive  months,  annuities 
would  be  increased  by  the  highest  percentage  during  such  3  months 
with  the  increase  taking  effect  on  the  fust  day  of  the  third  month 
following  the  3-consecutive-month  period. 

Section  204  of  Public  Law  91-93  (83  Stat.  139)  amended  the  cost  of 
living  provisions  of  law  to  include  an  additional  1  percent  adjustment, 
when  each  cost-of-living  adjustmentis  made.  This  additional  1  percent 
adjustment  feature  was  added  to  take  into  account  the  5-month 
period  which  elapses  between  the  initial  month  in  which  the1  Consumer 
Price  Index  rises  by  3  percent  ovei  the  previous  base  month  and  the 
month  in  which  the  increase  i>  reflected  in  the  annuity  check.  During 
this  elapsed  period  the  Consumer  Price  Index  continues  its  upward 
trend — generally  attaining  a  level  of  more  than  1  percent  of  the  actual 
percentage  rate  of  adjustment. 
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EXECUTIVE,  LEGISLATIVE  AND  JUDICIAL  SALARIES 

MARCH   1969 


Position 


Salary      Statutory  authority 


President  of  the  United  States. 


Vice  President  of  the  United  States 


Members  of  Congress,  including  the  Resident 
Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Delegate-  from  The  District  of  Columbia, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 


$200,  000 


62,  500 


42,  500 


62,  500 


President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 49,  500 

Majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the  Senate         49,  500 

and  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Other  offices  in  the  legislative  branch: 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.        42,  500     0). 
Deputy     Comptroller     General     of     the         40,000     (*), 

United  States. 
General    Counsel    of   the    United    States         38,000     (»). 
General  Accounting  Office. 

Librarian  of  Congress 38,000     0), 

Public  Printer 38,000     0). 

Architect  of  the  Capitol 38.000      (»). 

Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States 62,  500     (»). 

Associate  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 60,  000     (x). 

Judges,  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 42.  500     (J). 

Judges,  Court  of  Claims 42,  500     (»). 

Judges,  Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals.        42,  500     0). 

Judges,  District  Courts 40,000     (»). 

Judges,  Customs  Court 40,000     (»). 

Judges,  Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 40,  000     0). 

Other  offices  in  the  judicial  branch: 

Director,    Administrative    Office    of    the         40,000     (*). 

United  States  Courts. 
Deputy   Director.    Administrative   Office         30,000     0). 
of  the  United  States  Courts. 

Commissioner,  Court  of  Claims 36,000     (*)• 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (full-time  rriaxi-         36,000     ('). 

mum). 
Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (part-time  maxi-         18,000     (l), 
mum). 
Offices  and  positions  under  the  Federal  Execu- 
tive  Salary   Schedule  in   subchapter   II   of 
chapter  53  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code: 

Level  I 60,000     0)(2). 

Level  II 42,500     0). 

Level  III 40,000     (*). 

Level  IV 38,000     (»). 

Level  V 36,000     (>)• 

Governors,  Board  of  Governors,  U.S.  Postal      3  10,  000     Sec.  6 
Service.  91- 


Public  Law  91-1, 
Jan.  17,  1969, 
83  Stat.  3. 

Public  Law  91-67, 
Sept.  15,  1969, 
S3  Stat.  107. 

0). 


Public  Law  91-67, 
Sept.  15,  1969, 
83  Stat.  107. 
Do. 
Do. 


Public  Law 
75,  Aug.  12. 

1970,  84  Stat. 

775.1 


1  See  p.  20  on  the  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative  and  Judicial  Salaries. 

2  Public  Law  93-178,  approved  Dec.  10,  1973,  reduced  rate  for  Attorney  Gen- 
eral Saxbe  to  S35,000. 

3  Plus  $300  per  day  for  each  meeting  up  to  30  per  year. 
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Attachment  II 


94tii  CONGRESS 

1st  Session* 


H.R. 


IX  THE  HOUSE  OF  representatives 

JlLY  ,  19ti) 

Mr. introduced  the  following;  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the.  Com- 
mittee on 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  5,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  for  annual  cost- 
of-living  adjustments  in  the  rates  of  basic  pay  for  positions 
under  the  Executive  Schedule  and  for  certain  other  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  offices  and  positions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

~  tires  of  tin  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  "Federal  Executive  Pay 

4  Reform  Act  of  197:)"'. 

5  Sec.  '2.    (a)    Subchapter  II  of  chapter  53   of  title  5, 

0     United    States    Code,    relating    to    Executive    Schedule    pay 

7     rates,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

S     new  section: 

(25) 

(42) 


43 


1  "§5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay 

2  "Effective  at   the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable   pay 
:)  period  commencing  mi  or  niter  (lie  (irsl  day  of  the  iu<!iitli  in 

4  which  ;m  adjust mei'il  takes  efTeel  under  section  5305  <>t  this 

5  title  in   the  rates  <>l   pay   under  the  (General   Schedule,   the 
(j  nnnual  rate  of  pay  for  positions  at  each  level  of  the  Executive 

7  Schedule  shall   he  adjusted   by  an   amount,   rounded   t<>   the 

8  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of 

9  81<)().  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  §100),  equal   to  the 

10  percentage  of  such  annual  rate  of  pay  which  corresponds  to 

11  the  overall  average  percentage    (as  set  forth  in  the   report 

12  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  such  section  5305)   of  the 

13  adjustment  in  the  rate-  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule." 

14  (h)  (1)    That  par!  of  section  5312    (relating  to  level  I 

15  of  the  Executive  Schedule)    of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 
1(>  immediately    below    the    section    heading    and    immediately 

17  above  claii-e   (  1  )   is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

18  "Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  fol- 

19  lowing  positions  lor  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall 

20  he    the    rale   determined   with    respect   to   such    level    under 

21  chapter    11    of  title  2,   as  adjusted  by  section   531K   of  this 

22  title.". 

23  (2)    That  part  of  section  5313    (relating  to  level  IT  of 

24  (he   Executive   Schedule)     of   title    5.    United    States    ('ode. 
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2  immediately    below    the    section    heading   and    immediately 

2  above  clause    (1)    is  amended  to  read  as  follow;*: 

3  "Level   II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  lol- 

4  lowing   positions,    tor   which    the   annual    rate    of   basic    pay 

5  shall  he  the  rate  determined  with  respect  to  such  level  under 
(,  chapter    II   of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section   5))ls  of  this 

7  title:". 

8  (8)    That  part  of  section  5314    (relating  to  level   III 

9  of  the  Executive  Schedule)    of  title  5,   I  nited  States  ('ode. 

10  immediately    below    the    section    heading   and    immediately 

11  above  clause    (1)    is  amended   to  read  as  follows: 

12  "Level    III    of   the    Executive    Schedule   applies    to    the 

13  following  positions,  for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay 

14  shall  be  the  rate  determined  with  respect  to  such  level  under 

15  chapter    11    of   title   2,   as  adjusted   by   section   5.*>1S   of   this 

16  title:"". 

17  (4)    That  pari  of  section  5:515    (relating  to  level  IV  of 
Is  the  E   ecutive  Schedule)    of  title  5.  United  States  Code,  ini- 

19  mediately  below  the  section  heading  and  immediately  above 

20  clause    (1)    is  amended  to  read  as  follows1: 

-1  "Level    IV    of   the    Executive   Schedule   applies    to    the 

22  following  positions,  for  which   the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay 

-:>>  shall  be  the  rate  determined  with  respect  lo  such  level  under 
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1  chapter   11   of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section  53  IS  of  this 

2  title:". 

3  (5)    That  part  of  section  5310    ( relating  to  level  Y  of 

4  the  Executive  Schedule)  of  title  5,  I'nited  States  Code,  im- 
(3  mediately  below  the  section  heading  and  immediately  above 
o'  clause  ( 1 )  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

7  "Level    V    of    the    Executive    Schedule    applies    to    the 

8  following  positions,  for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay 

9  shall  be  the  rate  determined  with  respect  to  such  level  under 
10  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section  5318  of  this 
U  title:". 

12  (6)   The  analysis  of  subchapter  II  of  chapter  53  of  title 

13  5,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  bv  adding  the  following 
1  '  new  item  at  the  end  thereof: 

"uolS,  Adjustments  in   rates  of  pay." 

15  (c)    Subsections    (a)    and    (c)  (1)    of  section   5305   of 

16  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  annual  pay  reports, 

17  are  each  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  (hereof  the  following 

18  new  sentence : 

19  "The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  this  subsee- 

20  lion  shall  specify  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjustment  in 

21  the   rates   of   pay   under   the   General    Schedule   and   of   the 

22  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  other  statutory  pay 

23  systems." 

24  Sec.  3.  Section  104  of  title  3,  United  States  Code,  relat- 
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1  ing  to  the  rate  of  salary  of  the  Vice  President,  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "$62,500,  to  he  paid  monthly."  and  inserting 

3  in  lieu  thereof  "$62,500  adjusted  (effective  at  the  beginning 

4  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjustment  takes  effect  under  see- 

5  tion  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General 

6  Schedule)   by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of 

7  $100  (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  nearest 

8  higher  multiple  of  $100) ,  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such 

9  per  annum  rate  which  corresponds  to  the  overall  average 

10  percentage    (as   set  forth   in   the   report   transmitted   to   the 

11  Congress  under  section  5305  of  title  5)   of  the  adjustment  in 

12  such  rates  of  pay.  Such  salary  shall  be  paid  on  a  monthly 

13  basis.". 

14  Sec.  4.   (a)   Section  001  (a)   of  the  Legislative  Reorga- 

15  nization  Act  of  1946   (2  U.S.C.  31)    is  amended  to  read  as 

16  follows: 

17  ''Sec.  601.  (a)  ( 1 )  The  annual  rate  of  pay  for— 

18  "  (A)   each  Senator,  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep1 

19  resentatives,  and  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, and  the  Resident  Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico 

(except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subparagraphs  (B) 
and  (C)  of  this  paragraph.),  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined for  such  positions  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  T.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted 
by  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection; 
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1  "  (B)   the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the 

2  Majority  Leader  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Senate, 

3  and  the  Majority  Leader  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the 

4  House  of  Representatives,  shall  he  at  the  rate  of  $49,500 

5  each,  as  adjusted  by  paragraph    (2)    of  this  subsection; 

6  and 

7  "  (C)    the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

8  shall  he  at  the  rate  of  $62,500,  as  adjusted  by  paragraph 

9  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

10  "(2)    Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable 

11  pay  period  conimeneing  on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month 

12  in  which  an  adjustment  takes  effect  under  section  5305  of 

13  title  5,  United  States  Code,  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 

14  General  Schedule,  each  annual  rate  referred  to  in  paragraph 

15  (1)   shall  he  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest 

16  multiple  of  $100    (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100, 

17  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100) ,  equal  to  the  percentage 

18  of  such  annual  rate  which  corresponds  to  the  overall  aver- 

19  age  percentage   (as  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the 

20  Congress  under  such  section  5305)    of  the  adjustment  in  the 

21  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule."' 

22  (b)    Subsections    (a)    through    (d)    of  section   2.03   of 

23  the  Federal  Legislative-  Salary  Act  of  1964   (.78  Stat.  41;})., 

24  relating  to  the  annual  rate  of  pay  of  certain  legislative  offi- 

25  cials,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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1  "Sec.  203:    (a)    The  compensation  of  the  Comptroller 

2  General  of  the   United  States  shall  be  at  an  annual  rale 

3  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at  level  II  of  the 

4  Executive  Schedule  of  subchapter  II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5, 

5  United  States  Code. 

6  "  (b)    The   compensation   of   the   Deputy   Comptroller 

7  General   of   the   United   States   shall  be   at  an   annual   rate 

8  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at  level  III  of  such 

9  Executive  Schedule. 

10  .  "  (c)    The  compensation  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the 

11  United  States  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Librarian  of 

12  Congress,  and  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  lie  at  an 

13  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at  level 

14  IV  of  such  Executive  Schedule. 

15  "  (d)    The   compensation   of   the   Deputy   Librarian   of 

16  Congress  and  the  Assistant  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be 

17  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at 

18  level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule." 

19  (cj  (1)    Section  303   of  title  44.   United  Stales  Code, 

20  relating    to    the    compensation    of    the    Public    Printer    and 

21  Deputy  Public  Printer,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

22  "§303.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer:  pay 

23  "Tlie  annual  rate  of  pay  lor  the  Public  Printer  shall  be 

24  a  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  level  IV  of  the  Executive 

25  Schedule   of  subchapter   II   of  chapter  53   of   title   5.   The 
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1  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Deputy  Public  Printer  shall  be  a 

2  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  tor  level  Y  of  such  Executive 

3  Schedule." 

4  (2)  The  item  relating  to  section  303  in  the  chapter 
'">  analysis  for  chapter  -3   of   title  44,   United  States  Code,   is 

6  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

";>().'}.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer:  pay/' 

7  Sec.  5.  (a)  Chapter  21  of  title  28,  United  States  Code, 
g  relating  to  general  provisions  applicable  to  courts  and  judges, 
£  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

2Q  section : 

H  "§  461.  Adjustments  in  certain  salaries 

22  "(a)    Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable 

13  l)ay   Period  commencing  on   or  after   the   first   day   of   the 

j 4  month  in   which  an   adjustment   takes   effect  under  section 

15  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule 

16  (except  as  provided  in  subsection    (b)),   each   -alary   rate 

17  which  is  subject  to  adjustment  under  this  section   shall   be 
IS  adjusted   by   an   amount,    rounded   to   the   nearest   multiple 

19  of  $100    (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the 

20  next  higher  multiple  of  §100)    equal   to   the  percentage   of 

21  such  salary  rate  which  corresponds   to  the  overall  average 

22  percentage    (as   set  forth   in   the   report   transmitted   to   the 

23  Congress  under  such  section  5305)    of  the  adjustments  in 

24  the  rates  of  pay  under  such  Schedule. 
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1  i4(b)    Subsection    (a)    shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  it 

2  would  reduce  the  salary  of  any  individual  whose  eompensa- 

3  tion  may  not.  under  section  1  of  article  111  of  the  Constitu- 

4  tion  of  the  United  States,  he  diminished  during  such  indi- 

5  victual's  continuance  in  office!" 

6  (b)  (  !  )   Section  ~y  of  title  lis.  United  States  Code,  relat- 

7  ing  to  salaries  of  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  is  amended 

8  to  read  as  follows: 

9  "§  5.  Salaries  of  justices 

10  "The  Chief  Justice  and  each  associate  justice  shall  each 

11  receive  a  salary  at  annual  rates  determined  under  section  225 

12  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  VM\~    (2  C.S.C.  :);>l-:;i)l  )  .  M 

13  adjusted  by  section  4-61  of  tins  title." 

14  (2)    Section  44(d)    of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  re- 

15  la  ting  to  salaries  of  circuit  judges,   is  amended   to   read   ?ts 

16  follows: 

17  "  (d)    Each   circuit  judge  shall  receive  a   salary  at   an 

18  annual   rate   determined  under  section   225   of   the    Federal 

19  Salary  Act  of  1967    (2  U.S.C.  351-361)',  as  adjusted  by 

20  section  461  of  this  title." 

21  (:))    Section   135  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relat- 

22  |n«-   {,,   salaries   of   district  judges,   is   amended   to   read   as 
--'  follows: 

L>4  "§  135.  Salaries  of  district  judges 

~7)  "Each  judge  of  a  district  court   of  the   United   States 
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shall  receive  a  salary  ai  an  annual  rate  determined  under 
section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  I'.S.C 
351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  46l   of  this  title." 

(4)  The  second  sentence  of  section  173  of  title  2s. 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  judges  of  the 
Court  of  Claims,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Each  shall 
receive  n  -alary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section 
225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  L967  (2  F.S.C.  351-361), 
as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title." 

(5)  The  second  sentence  of  section  213  of  title  2S, 
I'nitcd  State<  Code,  relating  to  salaries  ol  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Custom-  and  Patent  Appeals,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: "Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  deter- 
mined under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  ol  1!M)7 

(2  F.S.C.  351-361),  a-  adjusted  by  section  4(51  of  this 
title." 

(6)  The  second  sentence  of  section  252  of  title  28, 
Cnited  States  Code,  relating  to  judges  of  the  Customs  Court. 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows;  "Each  shall  receive  a  salary 
at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Fed- 
eral Salary  Act  of  1!H57  (2  F.S.C.  351-361  ) .  as  adjusted  by 
section  4<il  of  this  title." 

(7)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  7^>2  (b) 
(relating  to  salaries  of  Court  of  Claims  commissioners)  of 
title  28,  United  States  ('ode.  as  precedes  "all  necessary  travel- 
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ing  expenses"  is  amended  to  rend  as  follows:  "Each  commis- 
sioner shall  receive  pay  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under 
section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  U)(>7  (2  F.S.O. 
35 1-8 (H)  ,  as  adjusted  by  section  401  of  this  title,  and  also". 

(8)  The  first  sentence  of  section  4()a  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Act  (11  U.S.C.  (58(a)  ),  relating  to  compensation  of  referees 
in  bankruptcy,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Kcferees  shall 
receive  as  full  compensation  lor  their  services  salaries  to  ho 
fixed  by  the  conference,  in  the  light  of  the  recommendations 
of  the  councils,  made  after  advising  with  the  district  judges 
of  their  respective  circuits,  and  of  the  Director,  at  rates,  in 
the  case  of  full-time  referees,  not  more  than  the  rate  deter- 
mined for  such  referees  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  17,8.0.  :>51-o(>l).  as  adjusted  under 
section  4(11  of  title  28,  lTnitod  States  ('ode,  and  in  the  case 
of  part-time  referees,  not  more  than  one-half  of  such  rate, 
as  so  adjusted." 

({))    The   section   analysis   for   chapter   21    of   title   2S, 
Fnited  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  (aid  thereof 
the  following  new  item : 
'•tc.l.   Adjustments  in  (vrtajn  salaries." 
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Critical  Need  For  A  Better 
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COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
WASHINGTON.  DC.     2084a 


B-101892 


To  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

This  report  points  out  the  critical  need  for  a  better 
system  for  adjusting  salaries  of  top  Federal  officials.   The 
present  4-year  process  for  assessing  and  adjusting  salaries 
has  failed  to  achieve  its  objectives.   Such  salaries  have 
not  changed  since  March  1969,  and  since  then  the  salaries' 
purchasing  power  has  decreased  considerably.   In  contrast, 
salaries  of  non-Federal  executives  have  increased  signifi- 
cantly. 

Because  the  lowest  rate  of  the  Executive  Schedule — 
$36,000 — is  the  statutory  pay  ceiling  for  other  Federal 
pay  systems  and  because  these  systems  have  had  pay  increases 
amounting  to  about  50  percent  since  March  1969,  five  man- 
agement levels  now  draw  the  same  salary.   This  situation 
has  created  great  inequities  and  is  having  serious  adverse 
effects  on  the  recruitment,  retention,  and  incentives  for 
advancement  to  senior  positions  throughout  the  Federal  service 

It  is  crucial  that  legislative  action  be  taken  to 
maintain  reasonable  and  equitable  pay  levels  for  officials 
running  the  Government's  huge,  complex  operations. 

We  made  our  review  pursuant  to  the  Budget  and  Account- 
ing Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  53),  and  the  Accounting  and  Audit- 
ing Act  of  1950  (31  U.S.C.  67). 


Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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CRITICAL  NEED  FOR  A  BETTER  SYSTEM  FOR  ADJUSTING 

TOP  EXECUTIVE,  LEGISLATIVE ,  AND  JUDICIAL  SALARIES 

In  carrying  out  our  responsibilities  for  advising  the 
Congress  on  actions  needed  to  improve  the  economy,  effi- 
ciency, and  effectiveness  of  Federal  operations,  we  believe 
that  there  is  an  urgent  need  to  provide  a  better  system 
for  adjusting  salaries  of  top  officials  in  the  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  branches — Presidential  and  other 
appointees,  congressmen,  and  judges.   This  report  updates 
a  GAO  report  (Feb.  1974)  prepared  in  response  to  requests 
from  a  number  of  Members  of  Congress  and  GAO  testimony 
(June  20,  1974)  before  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee. 

The  need  for  early  legislation  to  improve  the  pay 
adjustment  process  arises  from  the  fact  that  there  has 
been  no  adjustment  in  such  salaries  since  March  1969  and 
the  failure  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Act  of  1967  (Public  Law  90-206),  which  contemplated  that 
salary  adjustments  would  be  made  every  4  years.   During 
the  6  years  since  the  last  adjustment,  there  have  been 
significant  increases  in  (1)  the  cost  of  living,  (2)  sal- 
aries in  the  private  sector,  State  and  local  government, 
and  nonprofit  organizations,  and  (3)  the  size  and  com- 
plexity of  Federal  programs. 

President  Richard  M.  Nixon  recommended  a  catchup 
adjustment  in  three  annual  increments,  but  the  Senate 
rejected  this  in  March  1974.   President  Gerald  R.  Ford's 
1976  budget  contains  no  provision  for  adjustments  in 
top  officials'  pay.   Under  the  quadrennial  process  provided 
for  in  the  statute,  the  earliest  possible  adjustment  would 
not  occur  until  1977.   We  believe  that,  if  adjustments 
are  not  made  before  then,  there  will  be  further  serious 
adverse  effects  on  the  recruitment,  retention,  and  incen- 
tives for  advancements  to  senior  positions  throughout  the 
Federal  service.   This  will  make  it  increasingly  difficult 
to  manage  Federal  programs  economically  and  effectively. 

The  cost  to  provide  equitable  salary  adjustments — 
about  $6.5  million  for  each  1-percent  increase — would  be 
small  in  relation  to  the  potential  benefits  in  carrying 
out  programs  in  a  Federal  budget  of  nearly  $350  billion 
proposed  for  fiscal  year  1976. 

It  has  been  argued  that  any  upward  adjustment  in 
top  officials'  salaries  would  be  inappropriate  now  when 
unemployment  is  increasing  and  the  budget  is  running  a 
large  deficit.   But  equal  consideration  needs  to  be  given 
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to  the  need  to  obtain  and  retain  the  highly  trained  and 
experienced  executive,  scientist,  or  medical  doctor 
responsible  for  decisions  involving  vast  sums  and 
managing  programs  affecting  the  Nation's  economy,  wel- 
fare, and  security.   In  report  after  report,  we  point 
out  the  need  for  effective  management  of  the  Government's 
programs. 

WHO  IS  AFFECTED? 

— Members  of  Congress,  judges,  and  Presidential  and 
other  appointees  under  the  Executive  Schedule 
Levels  I  to  V  (about  2,400  persons). 

— About  14,700  career  civil  service  personnel.   Exec- 
utive Level  V  pay  rate  —  $36,000  —  is  the  ceiling  for 
career  personnel.   General  Schedule  (GS)  grade  18 
and  some  GS-17  and  equivalent  positions  reached  this 
ceiling  in  January  1971.   Since  then,  all  GS-17s, 
89  percent  of  GS-16s,  and  19  percent  of  GS-15s  have 
reached  the  ceiling. 

HOW  ARE  THEY  AFFECTED? 

Top  officials'  salaries  have  remained  stagnated  since 
March  1969. 

— But  the  cost  of  living  had  increased  approximately  44  per- 
cent by  December  1974,  considerably  eroding  the  sala- 
ries' purchasing  power.   If  this  trend  continues  to 
1977,  the  earliest  possible  adjustment,  a  Level  IV 
salary  of  $38,000  will  be  worth  about  $23,200  and 
the  congressional  and  Level  II  salary  of  $42,500  will 
be  worth  $25,900. 

— Meanwhile.,  non-Federal  executive  salaries  had  in- 
creased approximately  37  percent  by  June  1974.   The 
projected  increase  for  1975  is  10  percent. 

— During  these  years  other  Federal  white-collar  sala- 
ries increased  by  about  50  percent. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  the  impact  of  inflation 
by  raising  allowances  for  certain  office  expenses  for 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  by  increasing 
the  ceiling  for  professional  staff  in  the  Senate  from 
$36,000  to  $38,470. 

A  GS-18  would  be  earning  $10,300  more  today  if  he  had  re- 
ceived comparability  adjustments  and  the  $36,000  ceiling  had 
not  been  in  effect.   From  January  1971  through  December  1974, 
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his  cumulative  salary  loss  has  been  about  $20,000  and 
inflation  has  cut  the  $36,000  salary's  purchasing  power 
to  about  $27,600.   At  current  inflation  rates,  by  1977, 
the  salary  will  be  worth  only  $24,200  compared  to  1971. 

Most  incongruous  of  all  is  the  fact  that,  without 
pay  adjustments,  employees  with  the  same  age  and  service 
can  actually  earn  higher  retirement  annuities  by  retiring 
now  than  by  continuing  to  work  for  the  Government.   Be- 
cause retirement  annuities  are  adjusted  to  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  (CPI),  a  GS-18  who  retired  in  December  1974 
would  get  $1,824  less  in  annuity  than  if  he  retired  in 
December  1973,  even  though  he  worked  another  year  and  paid 
$2,520  more  into  the  retirement  fund. 

WHY  ACTION  IS  NEEDED  NOW 

We  believe  that  early  action  should  be  taken  to  enact 
legislation  to  modify  the  procedure  for  adjusting  top  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  salaries  to  keep  these  adjustments 
more  nearly  in  line  with  the  comparability  adjustments  pro- 
vided for  career  employees.   Actions  to  carry  out  these 
recommendations  are  believed  to  be  of  high  priority  to: 

— Relieve  hardships  which  have  arisen  due  to  cost-of- 
living  increases.   (See  app.  I.) 

— Reduce  the  widening  gap  since  1969  between  pay  for 
top  positions  in  the  Federal  Government  and  pay 
adjustments  which  have  occurred  in  the  private 
sector,  in  State  and  local  government,  and  in  non- 
profit organizations.   (See  app.  II.) 

— Overcome  the  growing  compression  at  the  top  levels 
which  results  in: 

1.  The  same  salary  for  five  levels  of  responsibility 
(GS-15  through  Executive  Level  V). 

2.  Inequities  of  annually  adjusting  pay  for  lower 
levels  whereas  individuals  at  the  senior  levels 
are  blocked  by  the  salary  ceiling  of  $36,000. 
(See  app.  III.) 

— Avoid  the  losses  in  salaries  and  fringe  benefits  and 
reduce  turnover  of  key  personnel.   (See  app.  IV.) 

— Help  overcome  (1)  recruiting  difficulties  in  filling 
senior  level  positions,  particularly  in  scientific, 
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medical,  and  educational  fields,  and  (2)  the 
disincentives  to  work  for  promotion  and  higher  respon- 
sibility.  (See  app.  V.) 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Effective  Government  does  not  just  happen.   It  has  to 
have  good  people  to  run  it.   The  Government  must  obtain  and 
retain  the  most  capable  professional  and  managerial  people 
to  effectively  manage  Federal  programs.   These  programs 
affect  the  life,  health,  safety,  and  education  of  most 
Americans.   It  takes  an  organization,  leadership,  and  all 
kinds  of  skills  to  make  a  Federal  program  effective.   It 
is  crucial  that  reasonable  and  equitable  pay  levels  be 
achieved  and  maintained  for  top  officials  running  the  Gov- 
ernment's huge,  complex  operations. 

However,  the  present  4-year  procedure  for  assessing 
and  adjusting  salaries  of  top  officials  in  the  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  branches  has  failed  to  achieve 
its  objective  of  regular  review  and  adjustment  of  such 
salaries.   This  failure,  along  with  the  pay  ceiling  it 
imposes  on  senior  employees  of  other  pay  systems,  adversely 
affects  both  the  senior  Federal  employees  and  the  Govern- 
ment. 

The  stagnated  executive  salary  rates  and  the  resultant 
compression  of  salary  rates  in  other  pay  systems  have  dis- 
torted pay  relationships  in  Federal  pay  systems.   They 
have  vitiated  legislated  pay  principles  of  external  equity 
(comparability  with  private  enterprise)  and  of  internal 
equity  (equal  work  for  equal  pay  and  maintaining  pay  dis- 
tinctions in  keeping  with  work  distinctions)  .   This  situa- 
tion obviously  adversely  affects  retention,  hiring,  and 
motivation  of  the  affected  work  force.   Under  current  eco- 
nomic conditions,  this  situation  is  penetrating  into  in- 
creasingly more  levels  of  work.   The  top  pay  rate  of  a  GS-14 
is  only  8.25  percent  from  the  ceiling. 

Federal  officials'  salaries  are  significantly  below 
their  non-Federal  counterparts'  salaries.   This  disparity 
is  rapidly  increasing. 

The  situation  is  becoming  untenable.   The  Nation  has 
a  tremendous  stake  in  how  well  Federal  programs  are  managed. 
If  the  loss  of  top  managerial  and  professional  people 
continues,  the  impact  on  the  effectiveness  of  Government 
operations  will  have  serious  consequences. 

Fundamental  changes  are  needed  in  the  pay  setting 
process  for  officials  in  the  executive,  legislative,  and 
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judicial  branches.   The  quadrennial  review  and  adjustment 
is  much  too  long  a  period  in  our  dynamic  economy;  salaries 
should  be  adjusted  more  frequently.   We  are  not  suggesting 
that  Federal  executive  salaries  be  as  high  as  their  private 
sector  counterparts  nor  that  the  salaries  be  significantly 
increased  immediately.   However,  equitable  pay  relation- 
ships which  reflect  responsibilities  of  positions  should 
be  maintained  between  and  among  the  pay  rates  for  such 
Federal  offices  and  positions  and  between  those  and  the 
pay  rates  of  employees  under  the  statutory  systems. 

A  mechanism  to  adjust  top  officials'  salaries  more 
frequently  and  to  maintain  equitable  pay  relationships 
should  provide  for  (1)  an  orderly,  automatic  annual  ad- 
justment, when  warranted,  and  (2)  appointment  of  an  in- 
dependent commission  to  periodically  examine  appropriate 
pay  relationships  in  depth  and  report  its  findings  and 
recommendations  to  the  President  and  the  Congress. 

The  annual  adjustments  should  be  indexed  to  changes 
in  the  cost  of  living  or  the  average  percentage  increase 
in  GS  salaries  each  year.   Indexing  to  the  cost  of  living 
would  provide  economic  increases  to  maintain  the  purchas- 
ing power  of  the  salaries.   Since  the  statutory  systems' 
pay  rates  are  annually  assessed  and  adjusted  on  the  basis 
of  private  sector  rates,  indexing  to  the  percentage  increase 
in  GS  rates  would  provide  increases  reasonably  close  to 
non-Federal-sector  salary  changes. 

A  related  concern  is  the  executive  (supergrade)  per- 
sonnel system.   In  the  last  few  years,  improvements  to 
the  system  have  been  proposed,  including  a  salary  system 
(1)  with  broad  salary  bands  (from  a  specific  point  on  the 
GS-15  band  to  the  Level  V  rate),  (2)  within  this  broad  band 
compensating  on  the  basis  of  an  individual's  capability 
or  contributions  to  the  job,  and  (3)  with  mid-point  con- 
gressional control.   Changes  are  desirable  to  give  man- 
agement greater  flexibility  in  assigning  pay  and  establishing 
responsibility  levels.   The  three  supergrade  responsibility 
levels  are  often  too  restrictive.   The  Congress  may  want 
to  again  consider  establishing  broad  salary  bands  or  es- 
tablishing more  grades.   These  considerations,  however, 
should  not  hold  back  early  consideration  and  resolution 
of  the  quadrennial  process  dilemma.       ' 

We  strongly  recommend  that  the  Congress  enact  immediate 
legislation  to  reform  the  salary  adjustment  process  for  top 
officials.   The  new  process  should  provide  that: 
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•The  salaries  be  adjusted  annually,  beginning  this 
year,  on  the  basis  of  either  the  annual  change  in 
the  cost-of-living  index  or  the  average  percentage 
increase  in  GS  salaries. 

•An  independent  commission  periodically  review  and 
evaluate  the  relationships  between  top  officials' 
pay  levels  and  between  such  levels  and  GS  pay  levels 
based  on  the  relative  responsibilities  between  and 
among  such  positions.   The  commission  should  report 
its  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  President 
and  the  Congress. 
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WHAT  HAS  INFLATION  DONE 

TO  PURCHASING  POWER  OF  STAGNATED  SALARIES? 

Consumer  prices  have  increased  significantly  since  the 
March  1969  pay  increase  for  top  officials,  eroding  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  executive  salaries  by  about  30.5  percent. 
At  the  earliest  adjustment  under  the  quadrennial  process 
(about  Jan.  1977),  assuming  CPI  increases  at  the  same  average 
rate  and  no  legislation  is  enacted,  the  purchasing  power 
of  Federal  executive  salaries  will  decrease  by  about  39  per- 
cent.  The  following  table  shows  the  estimated  purchasing 
power  of  Executive  Level  salaries. 


Executive 

Sal 

ary  establis 

ihed 

Purchasing 

power 

level 

Mar.  1969 

Dec.  1974 

Jan.  1977 

I 

$60,000 

$41,700 

$36,570 

II 

42,500 

29,538 

25,904 

III 

40,000 

27,800 

24,380 

IV 

38,000 

26,410 

23,161 

V 

36,000 

25,020 

21,942 

The  GS-18s  and  equivalents'  s'alary  has  been  limited  by 
the  $36,000  ceiling  since  January  1971.   Their  purchasing 
power  has  decreased  to  about  $27,600  in  December  1974  and 
will  decrease  to  about  $24,200  bv  January  1977. 
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WHAT  HAS  BEEN  THE  TREND  IN  NON-FEDERAL  EXECUTIVE  PAY 

SINCE  THE  1969  ADJUSTMENT  IN  FEDERAL  PAY? 

The  Executive  Schedule,  with  five  levels,  covers  most 
officials  in  the  executive  branch  above  the  GS-18  level. 
A  1967  law  provides  for  (1)  a  quadrennial  review  of  Execu- 
tive Schedule  salaries  along  with  those  of  other  officials 
linked  to  Executive  Schedule  rates  (Members  of  Congress, 
Federal  judges,  and  many  of  the  employees  in  the  legislative 
and  judicial  branches),  (2)  the  President  to  submit  to  the 
Congress  his  pay  recommendations,  and  (3)  these  rates  to 
become  effective  unless  the  Congress  enacts  a  separate  pay 
law  or  either  House  of  the  Congress  specifically  disapproves 
of  the  President's  recommendations. 

The  first  quadrennial  commission,  in  its  December  1968 
report,  recommended  salary  increases  in  the  Executive  Schedule 
which  were  regarded  as  a  catchup  and  were  also  expected  to 
establish  a  more  reasonable  relationship  with  1968  values. 
However,  the  President  recommended  substantially  reduced 
salaries  which  became  effective  March  1969. 


1969 

1969 

1968 

commission1 

's 

rate 

Level 

actual 

recommendations 

established 

Shortfall 

I 

$35,000 

$60,000 

$60,000 

$ 

II 

30,000 

50,000 

42,500 

7,500 

III 

29,500 

46,000 

40,000 

6,000 

IV 

28,750 

43,000 

38,000 

5,000 

V 

28,000 

40,000 

36,000 

4,000 

The  second  quadrennial  commission,  in  its  June  1973  re- 
port, showed  that  compensation  of  executives  in  industry  and 
State  and  local  governments  had  increased  approximately  30  per 
cent  since  19681 

The  situation  has  further  worsened.   Various  independent 
studies  show  that  private  sector  executive  salaries  have  con- 
tinued to  increase  since  the  second  quadrennial  commission's 
study. 

American  Management  Association  (AMA)  data,  published 
in  November  1974,  clearly  shows  the  trend  in  private  sector 
top  management  salaries  since  the  last  adjustment  of  execu- 
tive salaries  in  March  1969. 
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Percent  increase  in  salaries 
2  Y.® r  previous  year 

1969  5.1 

1970  6.5 

1971  5.5 

1972  5.1 

1973  6.9 

1974  8.4 

This  is  a  cumulative  increase  of  36.8  percent  between  June 
1969  and  June  1974.   If  legislation  is  not  enacted  before 
January  1977  (the  earliest  date  of  the  next  Presidential 
recommendation  under  the  quadrennial  process),  the  36.8- 
percent  lag  would  widen  (assuming  a  straight-line  projec- 
tion) to  about  60  percent. 

Other  studies  substantiate  the  AMA  findings.   In 
November  1974  the  President  of  Sibson  and  Company,  Inc. 
(management  compensation  consultants),  reported  that: 

"For  the  past  10  years,  managerial  salaries 
have  increased  an  average  of  7  to  8  percent 
every  year  in  good  times  and  in  bad.   Next 
year  will  probably  be  the  first  in  which  in- 
creases will  significantly  exceed  that  rate. 

"It's  likely  that  1975  will  show  increases  of 
about  10  percent. 

"Why?   Mostly  because  so  many  companies  now  re- 
view managerial  salaries  every  year.   A  decade 
ago,  it  was  common  practice  to  review  manage- 
ment salaries  every  two  years.   Today,  about 
90  percent  of  the  companies  surveyed  review 
salaries  of  key  persons  annually." 

In  a  December  1974  salary  survey,  the  American  Compen- 
sation Association  found  that: 

— Officer  and  executive  salaries  in  the  non-Federal 
organizations  surveyed  increased  an  average  of 
9  percent  in  1974.   This  survey  covered  ail  sectors 
of  non-Federal  employment,  including  educational 
institutions  and  State  and  municipal  governments 
where  executive  salaries  increased  7.7  percent  and 
8.2  percent,  respectively,  during  the  year. 

— Proposed  increases  for  1975  averaged  9.4  percent. 
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The  responsibilities  of  officials  in  Executive  Levels 
I  to  V  equal  or  exceed  those  of  their  counterparts  in  the 
private  sector,  though  their  compensation  is  substantially 
less.   For  example,  the  Chief  Forester  of  the  United  States, 
Level  V,  with  a  salary  of  $36,000,  will  be  responsible  for 
expenditures  in  fiscal  year  1975  of  almost  three-fourths 
of  a  billion  dollars.   AMA  data  shows  that  top  executives 
of  private  companies  of  similar  size  earn  salaries  of 
$160,000  or  more,  plus  bonuses  and  other  benefits.   Similarly, 
a  June  1974  Civil  Service  Commission  study,  conducted  in 
cooperation  with  the  American  Compensation  Association, 
showed  the  average  private  enterprise  salary  rates  for  posi- 
tions equivalent  to  GS-16  to  18  to  far  exceed  $36,000.   Study 
data  obtained  from  128  companies  revealed  the  following 
private  salary  rates: 

Private  enterprise        Average  private 
GS  equivalents  salary 

GS-16  $45,146 

GS-17  56,011 

GS-18  71,076 

In  testimony  at  hearings  of  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  in  June  1974,  the  Director  of  Com- 
pensation and  Benefits  of  a  large  corporation,  who  had  also 
served  as  Director  of  Executive  Compensation  on  the  Cost  of 
Living  Council,  stated  that 

"the  budget  and  personal  responsibilities  of 
such  jobs  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Standards,  the  Director  of  the  National  In- 
stitutes of  Health,  the  Commissioner  of  Patents, 
can  only  be  found  in  multibillion  dollar  corpora- 
tions." 


"The  Director,  National  Bureau  of  Standards, 
administers  a  budget  of  about  70  million  dollars 
per  year.   The  organization  is  staffed  with 
1400  non-professional  and  1600  professional 
employees,  a  total  of  3000.   Aside  from  the 
work  in  maintaining  physical  standards  of  meas- 
urement, a  large  part  of  the  work  in  the  Bureau 
is  fundamental  research.   This  position  at 
Executive  Level  V  is  paid  $36,000.   A  Research 
Director  in  private  enterprise  with  similar 
budget  and  personnel  responsibilities  is  paid 
from  $100,000  to  $150,000.   For  perspective, 
this  same  salary  level  could  be  thought  of  with 
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respect  to  the  Director  of  National  Institutes 
of  Health  -  this  Government  job  is  somewhat 
greater  in  scope  than  the  Bureau  of  Standards 
position.   At  Executive  Level  IV  it  is  paid 
$38,000. 

"The  entire  country  depends  upon  protecting 
its  technology  through  the  U.  S.  Patent  Of- 
fice.  The  Commissioner  of  Patents  has  about 
2100  employees,  1100  of  whom  are  profes- 
sionals and  a  high  percentage  of  the  profes- 
sionals are  attorneys.   Paid  in  Executive 
Level  V  at  $36,000,  the  Commissioner  re- 
lates to  the  Heads  of  Patent  Departments 
in  large  corporations  having  40  to  100  at- 
torneys and  paid  from  $65,000  to  $90,000." 


These  wide  disparities  between  Federal  and  private  sector 
pay  of  key  executives  have  long  existed. 

Many  State  and  local  government  positions  command 
considerably  more  than  most  Federal  positions.   The  second 
quadrennial  commission  reported  in  1973  that  1,858  State 
and  local  government  officials  were  paid  over  $36,000 
annually,  including  1,094  who  were  paid  $40,000  or  more. 
The  average  salary  of  chief  administrators  in  cities  and 
counties  of  over  1  million  persons  was  $39,500  and  $39,433, 
respectively,  in  1973. 

Salaries  of  State  and  local  government  officials  in- 
creased significantly  between  1969  and  1973.   Data  for 
selecteJ  positions  is  shown  below. 


Occupational  grouping 

State  mental  health  administrator 
State  public  school  officer 
State  appellate  court  judge 
City  manager  (cities  having  over 

10,000  population) 
City  attorney  (cities  having  over- 

10,000  population) 
City  superintendent  of  schools 
City  health  officer 
City  planning  director 
City  finance  director 
All  city  employees 
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Percentage 

Number 

of 

increase 

positions 

1969-73 

48 

23 

50 

28 

50 

26 

620 

38 

39  3 

54 

135 

40 

156 

46 

310 

42 

374 

44 

- 

33 
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The  New  York  State  education  officer's  yearly  salary  increased 
from  $45,000  in  1969  to  $53,325  in  1973.   The  salary  of  the 
public  assistance  director  of  Oklahoma  increased  from  $34,740 
in  1969  to  $50,000  in  1973.   In  contrast,  the  $36,000  salary 
for  the  Executive  Level  V  position  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Education,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(HEW),  has  remained  static. 

Though  Federal  judicial  salaries  have  remained  unchanged 
since  March  1969,  salaries  of  State  chief  judges  have  in- 
creased 44.2  percent.  In  1969  only  New  York  State  paid  a 
chief  judge  more  than  a  Federal  district  judge.  In  1974, 
20  States  compensated  judges  at  rates  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  Federal  salary. 
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,HOW  EXTENSIVE  ARE  THE  INEQUITIES 

OF  THE  GROWING  COMPRESSION  PROBLEM? 

The  pay  of  a  significant  growing  number  of  career 
employees  is  being  frozen  at  $36,000  a  year.   In  general, 
pay  rates  of  the  other  Federal  pay  systems  are  (1)  gov- 
erned by  the  legislated  principle  of  comparability  with 
pay  in  the  private  sector  and  (2)  reviewed  and  adjusted 
annually  by  administrative  action.   Various  laws  pro- 
vide, however,  that  Federal  pay  rates  not  exceed  the 
rate  for  Executive  Level  V — $36,000  a  year. 

The  pay  rates  for  GS-18,  the  top  step  of  GS-17,  and 
equivalent  positions  in  other  pay  systems  reached  the 
ceiling  in  January  1971.   With  each  annual  salary  in- 
crease based  on  comparability  with  private  sector  pay, 
the  ceiling's  effect  has  progressively  penetrated  into 
lower  grades  and,  as  of  October  1974,  14,700  employees' 
pay  was  limited  to  the  $36,000  ceiling. 

For  example,  the  sharp  increase  in  the  percent  of 
GS  supergrade  employees  (GS-16,  GS-17,  and  GS-18)  paid 
less  than  the  comparability  rate  follows. 

Date  of  GS         Percentage  of  supergrade 
increase        employees  limited  to  $36,000 

Jan.  1,  1971  18 

Jan.  1,  1972  33 

Jan.  1,  1973  64 

Oct.  1,  1973  85 

Oct.  1,  1974  92 

As  of  October  1974,  there  were  4,269  employees  in  grades 
GS-16,  GS-17,  and  GS-18  and  4,464  employees  in  the  top  three 
steps  of  GS-15  who  should  be  paid  more  than  the  ceiling.  The 
following  table  shows  the  GS-15  to  GS-18  salary  rates,  as  de- 
termined by  the  comparability  process,  and  the  asterisks  show 
the  rates  limited  to  the  $36,000  ceiling. 

Steps         GS-15        GS-16       GS-17        GS-18 

1  $29,818     $34,607      $40,d62*     $46,336* 

2  30,812  35,761       41,397* 

3  31,806  36,915*      42,732* 

4  32,800  38,069*      44,067* 

5  33,794  39,223*      45,402* 

6  34,788  40,377* 

7  35,782  41,531* 

8  36,776*  42,685* 

9  37,770*  43,839* 
10  38,764* 
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The  penetration  into  the  lower  grades  will  continue 
and  may  accelerate.   The  October  1974  pay  increase  for 
Federal  white-collar  employees  was  5.52  percent  and  was 
based  on  March  1974  private  sector  pay  data.   Private 
pay  has  significantly  increased  since  wage  and  price 
controls  ended  on  April  30,  1974,  which  may  be  reflected 
in  October  1975  Federal  comparability  pay  increases. 
The  salary  rate  for  employees  in  the  top  step  of  GS-14 
($33,258)  is  only  8.25  percent  from  the  ceiling. 

Salary  compression  seriously  weakens  two  statutory 
pay  principles  of  internal  equity — equal  pay  for  equal 
work  and  maintaining  pay  distinctions  in  keeping  with  work 
and  performance  distinctions.   All  employees  in  grades 
GS-18  and  GS-17,  89  percent  of  those  in  GS-16,  and  19  per- 
cent of  those  in  GS-15  now  receive  annual  salaries  of 
$36,000.   The  statutory  pay  principles  dictate  that  those 
paid  the  same  should  have  equal  responsibilities,  but 
obviously  they  do  not.   In  fact,  many  levels  of  super- 
vision in  a  typical  major  division  or  bureau  earn  the 
same  salary,  a  condition  which  would  be  considered  un- 
acceptable in  the  private  sector.   A  June  1974  study  by 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  showed  that  the  intergrade 
differentials  between  private  sector  equivalents  to 
GS-15  to  18  were  as  follows: 

Between  grades  Percentage  differential 

GS-15  and  GS-16  24.6 

GS-16  and  GS-17  26.3 

GS-17  and  GS-18  27.5 

The  most  obvious  adverse  impact  of  compression  is  that 
Federal  employees  are  denied  comparability  salary  increases 
to  which  they  would  otherwise  be  entitled.  Employees  whose 
salary  rates  are  below  the  ceiling  have  received  an  average 
increase  of  about  23  percent  since  GS-18s  reached  the  ceil- 
ing in  January  1971. 

The  difference  between  the  pay  of  senior  employees 
and  the  pay  of  lower  level  employees  has  narrowed  sharply 
during  the  past  several  years.   In  December  1969,  when 
Federal  salaries  were  unaffected  by  the  present  ceiling, 
the  differential  between  the  pay  of  an  employee  in  the 
first  step  of  GS-12  and  the  pay  of  a  GS-18  employee  was 
150  percent,  or  $21,313.   After  the  October  1974  pay  in- 
crease, the  differential  had  narrowed  to  95  percent  or 
$17,537. 
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Continuation  of  this  narrowing  will  not  only  further 
distort  pay  distinctions  in  keeping  with  work  distinctions, 
but  it  will  reduce  morale  within  the  work  force  and  have 
a  negative  impact  upon  the  career  incentives  of  employees 
entering  the  career  service. 
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WHAT  LOSSES  IN  PAY  AND  BENEFITS 

RESULT  FROM  SALARY  COMPRESSION? 

The  most  obvious  loss  is  that  employees  are  denied 
salary  increases  to  which  they  would  otherwise  be  entitled. 
For  example,  the  following  table  shows  the  annual  salary 
loss  of  employees  at  levels  GS-18,  GS-17  (step  4),  GS-16 
(step  5),  and  GS-15  (step  10)  based  on  current  comparability 
rates. 

Compara-  Annual 

bility  salary 

rate       Ceiling        loss 

GS-18  $46,336  $36,000  $10,336 

GS-17  (step  4)  44,067  36,000  8,067 

GS-16  (step  5)  39,223  36,000  3,223 

GS-15  (step  10)  38,764  36,000  2,764 

When  viewed  on  a  cumulative  basis,  the  inequity  caused 
by  the  ceiling  seems  even  greater.   For  example,  a  GS-18 
employee's  cumulative  salary  loss  for  the  4  years  ended 
January  4,  1975,  would  be  $20,039. 


Comparabil 

ity 

Salary 

rate 

Ceiling 

Difference 

Period 

loss 

$37,624 

$36,000 

$1,624 

Jan. 
Jan. 

71- 
72 

$  1,624 

39,693 

36,000 

3,693 

Jan. 

72- 

3,693 

Jan. 

73 

°* 

41,734 

36>000 

5,734 

Jan. 
Oct. 

73- 
73 

4,411 

43,926 

36,000 

7,926 

Oct. 
Oct. 

73- 

74 

7,926 

46,336 

36,000 

10,336 

Oct. 

74- 

2,385 

Jan. 

75 

$20,039 

Moreover,  as  discussed  on  page  7,  the  affected  employees 
are  continually  losing  ground  since  the  purchasing  power 
of  the  $36,000  salary  has  decreased  by  23  percent  during 
this  period. 

The  ceiling  also  affects  future  retirement  earnings. 
An  employee's  annuity  under  the  civil  service  retirement 
system  is  based  on  his  average  annual  salary  during  his 
3  highest  paid  years  and  his  years  of  service.   The  higher 
the  average,  the  greater  his  retirement  income.   By  com- 
pressing salaries  below  rates  determined  by  the  compar- 
ability process,  the  ceiling  is  penalizing  employees,  since 
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the  retirement  income  they  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  is 
being  reduced.   Similarly,  any  cost-of-living  increases  1/ 
received  after  retirement  would  be  based  on  the  lower  amount. 

As  an  example,  at  December  31,  1974,  the  "high-3"  pay 
average  of  a  retiring  GS-18  employee  with  30  years'  service 
was  $36,000  because  of  the  ceiling.   His  earned  annuity  was 
$21,143.   On  January  1,  1975,  Federal  retirees  received  a 
7.3-percent  cost-of-living  adjustment  increasing  the  an- 
nuity by  $1,543  to  $22,686.   In  contrast,  the  employee's 
pay  average  without  the  salary  ceiling  would  have  been  $42,037 
earning  an  annuity  of  $23,975.   With  the  January  1975  ad- 
justment, this  amount  would  have  increased  by  $1,750  to 
$25,725 — $3,039  more  than  the  annuity  actually  received. 

In  planning  whether  to  continue  a  career  or  retire, 
an  employee  whose  salary  is  at  the  ceiling  must  consider 
the  relative  financial  benefits.   Under  current  economic 
conditions,  continuation  of  the  $36,000  ceiling  will  allow 
many  employees  to  earn  more  retirement  income  by  retiring 
early  rather  than  continuing  to  work  for  the  Government. 

For  example,  had  a  55-year-old  GS-18  employee  with 
30  years'  service  retired  on  December  31,  1973,  his  annual 
annuity  as  of  January  1,  1975,  would  be  $25,331  because 
of  the  cost-of-living  increases  granted  to  Federal  re- 
tirees.  Had  he  remained  employed  until  December  31,  1974, 
his  annuity  on  January  1,  1975,  would  be  only  $23,507 — 
$1,824  less — and  he  would  have  paid  $2,520  into  the  re- 
tirement fund  during  the  additional  year  of  employment. 

This  anomaly  is  caused  primarily  by  the  $36,000 
ceiling.   Since  the  "high-3"  salary  average  of  a  Federal 
executive  cannot  increase  above  $36,000,  only  additional 
service  can  increase  his  accrued  annuity  before  retire- 
ment.  Each  year  of  additional  service  increases  a  re- 
tirement annuity  by  2  percent  of  the  "high-3"  average  ($720) 
which  is  far  less  than  the  cost-of-living  increases  granted 
to  annuitants  in  recent  years.   The  annuity  adjustments 
made  in  the  past  3  years  follow. 


1/  Civil  service  retirement  annuities  are  adjusted  on  the 
first  day  of  the  third  month  that  begins  after  CPI  has 
risen  at  least  3  percent  from  the  last  adjustment  and 
remains  at  this  higher  level  for  3  consecutive  months. 
The  annuity  increase  is  equal  to  the  highest  percentage 
increase  in  CPI  during  the  3  consecutive  months  plus 
1  percent. 
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Effective  date 

July  1,  1972 

July  1,  1973 

Jan.  1,  1974 

July  1,  1974 

Jan.  1,  1975 

On  a  cumulative  basis,  the  above  annuity  increases  total  about 
34  percent.   Current  economic  projections  during  the  current 
double-digit  inflationary  period  indicate  that  frequent  an- 
nuity increases  will  continue. 

The  above  is  a  major  consideration  in  comparing  the  finan- 
cial benefits  of  whether  to  continue  a  career  or  to  retire. 
Other  matters  include  the  impact  of  other  work-related  ex- 
penses (e.g.,  transportation  and  wardrobe  costs)  and  Fed- 
eral and  State  income  taxes  (e.g.,  Federal  annuities  are 
nontaxable  until  the  employee's  contribution  is  recovered). 

For  example,  six  of  the  seven  GS-18  Regional  Commis- 
sioners of  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  retired  during 
1974.   All  six  of  those  key  officials  were  young — average 
age  57.3 — with  many  years  of  valuable  service  to  offer. 
But  the  salary  ceiling  made  the  economic  incentive  to  re- 
tire too  great. 

Other  examples  of  the  impact  of  the  ceiling  on  key 
employees'  decisions  to  seek  other  employment  or  to  retire 
are: 

— Six  Federal  judges  have  resigned  since  November  1973 
to  return  to  private  or  corporate  law  practice — 
more  than  at  any  time  in  the  last  34  years.   The 
average  age  of  these  former  judges  is  about  55  years, 
and  they  are  reportedly  now  earning  annual  salaries 
of  $60,000  to  $200,000. 

— The  Department  of  Agriculture's  GS-17  Director  of 
Automated  Data  Systems  resigned  to  accept  a  $70,000 
position  in  private  industry. 

— A  GS-17  Regional  Director  in  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation refused  reassignment  to  the  position  of  As- 
sociate Administrator  for  Airports  because  there  was 
no  monetary  compensation  for  relocation  and  because 
of  the  higher  cost  of  living  in  the  Washington,  D.C., 
area. 

— HEW  lost  a  number  of  essential  health  administrators, 
such  as  a  director  of  health  policy,  a  career 
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pathologist,  a  researcher  who  pioneered  the  virus- 
cancer  research  program,  an  internationally  recog- 
nized authority  on  nutrition  research,  and  a 
clinical  center  director.   All  obtained  jobs  in 
private  industry  with  salaries  considerably  above 
$36,000  a  year. 

— The  Department  of  Defense  reported  67  instances 
over  the  past  10  months  when  pay  limitations  were 
the  principal  reason  cited  by  executives  for  leav- 
ing Federal  employment. 

— The  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  recently  lost  six 
key  officials  ranging  in  age  from  41  to  55  years  due 
to  the  ceiling  on  salaries.   Four  executives  left  to 
accept  better  paying  positions  with  private  industry, 
and  two  executives  retired  because  of  the  salary 
limitation. 

— Three  top  positions  in  the  Army  Materiel  Command  were 
vacated  in  1974.   Two  top  officials  left  because  re- 
tirement was  comparatively  more  attractive  due  to 
the  salary  ceiling,  and  the  third  retired  to  accept 
a  position  with  private  industry. 

— The  Defense  Supply  Agency  lost  7  of  its  22  supergrade 
executives  and  48  GS-15s  whose  salaries  were  frozen 
at  $36,000. 

■ — The  Department  of  the  Navy  lost  a  GS-17  who  was  in 
charge  of  all  naval  aircraft  production.   With  his 
retirement  income  and  the  salary  of  his  new  private 
industry  job,  he  earns  $58,000  a  year. 

Irreplaceable  experience  and  competence  are  being  drained 
off  by  the  salary  ceiling  impact. 
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WHAT  HAVE  BEEN  THE  TURNOVER  RATES  OF  AND 

DIFFICULTIES  IN  RECRUITING  KEY.  PERSONNEL? 

Supergrade  attrition  substantially  increased  in  1973 
in  1974  attrition  decreased  but  was  still  high. 


Reason  for  leaving 

Resignation 

Retirement 

Death 

Other  separations 

Total  separations 

Population  (note  a) 
Rate  of  attrition  (per 
100  supergrades) 

a/  All  GS-16  to  GS-18  employees  and  employees  whose  salaries 
are  specified  by  law  (mostly  scientific  and  technical 
positions) . 

The  above  data  shows  that  a  significantly  increasing  number 
of  executives  are  resigning — 62  percent  higher  in  1974  than 
in  1971. 

Some  agencies  report  that  they  are  experiencing  increas- 
ing difficulty  in  hiring  qualified  personnel  from  outside 
the  Government  to  fill  senior  level  positions.   This  is  par- 
ticularly notable  in  the  scientific,  medical,  and  educational 
fields.   Personnel  directors  said  the  individuals  best  quali- 
fied to  fill  supergrade  positions  often  are  refusing  to  ac- 
cept Government  employment  because  they  would  suffer  a  loss 
of  income. 

Specific  examples  of  hiring  problems  follow. 

— HEW  reported  considerable  difficulty  in  attracting 
scientists  who  are  recognized  specialists  in  their 
fields.   Even  to  obtain  individuals  of  less  profes- 
sional experience  and  stature,  HEW  must  compete  with 
salaries  of  $45,000,  which  many  associate  professors 
now  earn. 

— A  candidate  refused  to  be  considered  for  HEW's  GS-18 
position  of  Director,  Office  of  Child  Development, 
because  she  was  making  $50,000  in  the  private  sector. 
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■In  April  1974,  21  physicians  refused  $36,000  offers 
for  supervisory  research  positions  in  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health. 

■Numerous  private  actuaries  declined  the  GS-18  posi- 
tion of  Chief  Actuary  of  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration because  of  the  $36,000  salary.   As  of 
November  1974,  the  position  remained  unfilled  after 
being  vacant  for  18  months. 

■A  scientist  declined  to  accept  a  GS-16  position  in 
the  Congressional  Research  Service  because  his 
university  offered  him  $42,000  to  stay. 

■An  exceptional  candidate  declined  the  Department  of 
the  Interior's  $36,000  position  of  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Energy  and  Minerals  to  accept  a  posi- 
tion with  a  private  consulting  firm  paying  between 
$50,000  and  $75,000. 

■Several  supergrade  positions  in  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  have  frequently  remained  vacant  for 
months,  in  part,  because  of  the  noncompetitive 
Federal  salaries  for  the  highly  specialized  posi- 
tions. 

The  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
(NASA)  has  had  numerous  highly  qualified  individuals 
interested  in  top  management  positions  only  to  have 
them  reject  the  job  offers  after  considering  the 
salaries.   In  almost  every  case  when  NASA  did  attract 
a  top-level  man,  he  had  independent  means. 

■When  the  Federal  Energy  Office  began  staffing  top 
level  jobs,  there  were  numerous  refusals — 36  in  one 
period  of  a  few  weeks — because  of  the  disparity 
between  Federal  and  private  industry  salaries. 

-Six  HEW  officials,  including  one  who  was  on  loan  to 
the  State  of  New  York  at  a  salary  of  $42,000,  refused 
promotions  to  the  GS-18  position  of  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Health  Resources  and  Pro- 
grams because  of  the  $36,000  executive  salary  limita- 
tion. , 

-A  former  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  declined 
reappointment  after  learning  that  the  $38,000  Execu- 
tive Level  IV  salary  had  not  been  increased  since 
he  left  the  position  several  years  earlier. 
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Skill  levels  in  some  supergrade  positions  have  fallen 
because,  on  occasion,  vacancies  caused  by  early  retirements 
or  resignations  must  be  filled  by  employees  who  have  less 
experience  and  lower  skills.   For  instance,  the  head  of  a 
major  Federal  agency  reported  that  turnover  of  the  agency's 
executives  was  currently  greater  than  at  any  time  in  over 
20  years.   In  the  first  6  months  of  1974,  the  agency  had 
to  place  67  executives  in  new  positions.   The  agency  head 
said  that  such  a  great  number  of  changes  presented  major 
managerial  problems  and  created  additional  strain  until 
the  new  incumbents  could  gain  sufficient  experience. 

Moreover  salary  compression  (see  pp.  13  to  15)  is  making 
supergrade  positions  less  attractive  to  career  employees 
and  may  seriously  affect  executive  morale  as  well  as  the 
willingness  of  employees  to  pursue  an  executive  career. 
Some  employees  have  made  themselves  totally  unavailable 
for  promotion  since  they  reached  $36,000  because  they  did 
not  want  the  additional  responsibilities  with  no  additional 
income.   Others'  have  expressed  unwillingness  to  make  geo- 
graphic moves  to  new  work  assignments  even  when  promotions 
were  involved. 
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94th  Congress     )  SENATE  j  Keport 

1st  Session  f  1  No.  94-333 


POSTAL   SERVICE   COMPLIANCE   WITH  THE   OCCUPA 
TIONAL  SAFETY  AND  HEALTH  ACT 


July  25   (legislative  day,  July  21),  1975. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McGee,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  2559] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  which  was  re- 
ferred the  bill  (H.R.  2559)— To  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal  Service  certain  provisions  of  law 
providing  for  Federal  agency  safety  programs  and  responsibilities, 
and  for  other  purposes  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably 
thereon  with  amendments  and  recommends  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

TITLE  I 

Purpose 

Under  the  July,  1973,  collective  bargaining  agreement  with  the 
National  Postal  Unions,  the  Postal  Service  is  bound  to  comply  with 
the  applicable  section  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of 
1970.  The  purpose  of  H.R.  2559  is  to  reinforce  this  responsibility  by 
imposing  upon  the  Postmaster  General  the  statutory  requirement  that 
he  comply  with  the  Act  by  establishing  and  maintaining  an  effective 
and  comprehensive  occupational  safety  and  health  program  for  the 
Postal  Service. 

Background 

With  certain  exceptions,  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  (section 
410) ,  provides  that  no  Federal  law  dealing  with  public  or  Federal  con- 
tracts, property,  works,  officers,  employees,  budgets,  or  funds  shall 
apply  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  Postal  Service.  The  Occu- 
pational Safety  and  Health  Act  is  not  specifically  applicable  to  the 
Postal  Service.  Section  410(b)  of  title  39  lists  laws  which  are  excep- 
tions to  the  general  non-applicability  provision.  H.R.  2559  adds  sec- 
tion 19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of  1970  (29  U.S.C. 
668)  to  the  list  of  exceptions. 
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The  addition  of  section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Act  brings  the  Postal  Service  within  the  purview  of  that  Act.  Thus, 
the  Postmaster  General  would  be  required  to  establish  and  maintain 
an  effective  and  comprehensive  occupational  safety  and  health  pro- 
gram. After  consultation  with  representatives  of  Postal  Service  em- 
ployees, the  Postmaster  General  would  be  required : 

to  provide  safe  and  healthful  places  and  conditions  of 
employment. 

to  acquire,  maintain,  and  require  the  use  of  safety  equipment, 
personal  protective  equipment,  and  devices  reasonably  necessary 
to  protect  employees. 

to  keep  adequate  record  of  all  occupational  accidents  and  ill- 
nesses for  proper  evaluation  and  necessary  corrective  action. 

to  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  with  regard  to  the  ade- 
quacy as  to  form  and  content  of  the  records  kept. 

to  make  an  annual  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  with  re- 
spect to  occupational  accidents  and  injuries  and  the  Postal  Serv- 
ice's health  and  safety  program. 
The  Postal  Service  expresses  no  objection  to  the  enactment  of  H.R. 
2559,  but  views  it  as  unnecessary,  since  the  Postal  Service  is  already 
complying  with  the  requirements  of  the  legislation  under  its  collective 
bargaining  agreement  with  the  National  Postal  Unions. 

Statement 

The  Committee  is  concerned  over  the  occupational  safety  and  health 
program  of  the  Postal  Service  and  believes  that  the  program  would  be 
improved  if  compliance  with  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act 
were  required  by  law  rather  than  by  negotiated  agreement  with  the 
Unions.  Hearings  in  1973  conducted  by  the  House  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee's  Postal  Facilities,  Mail,  and  Labor  Manage- 
ment Subcommittee  and  a  Staff  Report  issued  by  that  Subcommittee 
reveal  lapses  in  the  Postal  Service's  safety  program — shortcomings 
which  the  Committee  believes  would  be  more  expeditiously  eliminated 
if  compliance  with  safety  standards  were  required  by  law. 
The  House  Subcommittee  hearings  and  Staff  Report  show : 

The  steel,  textile,  automobile,  and  shipbuilding  industries  have 
substantially  lower  accident  rates  than  the  Postal  Service  does. 

Union  officials  were  severely  critical  of  Postal  Service  manage- 
ment's efforts  in  the  field  of  safety. 

The  Postal  Service  probably  should  increase  its  complement  of 
professional  safety  experts. 

Unhealthy  and  unsafe  conditions  were  noted  by  the  House  Sub- 
committee's staff  at  several  Post  Offices. 

Cost 

Enactment  of  this  measure  will  not  result  in  increased  costs  to  the 
Postal  Service,  since  the  Postal  Service  is  currently  complying  with 
section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of  1970. 
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Agency  Views 
Following  are  the  views  of  the  Postal  Service  on  H.R.  2559 : 

U.S.  Postal  Service, 

Law  Department, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  1,  1975. 
Hon.  Gale  W.  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  responds  to  your  request  for  our  views 
on  H.R.  2559,  to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal  Service  certain 
provisions  of  law  providing  for  Federal  agency  safety  programs  and 
responsibilities.  This  bill  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  June 
16,  1975,  and  is  now  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 

Section  410(a)  of  title  39  provides  that  with  certain  exceptions, 
"no  Federal  law  dealing  with  public  or  Federal  contracts,  property, 
works,  officers,  employees,  budgets,  or  funds  .  .  .  shall  apply  to  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  the  Postal  Service."  That  language  would 
appear  to  include  section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Act  of  1970  (29  U.S.C.  §  668)  (pSHA).  H.R.  2559  would  amend  39 
U.S.C.  §  410(b)  to  designate  section  19  of  OSHA  as  an  express  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  of  39  U.S.C.  §  410  (a) . 

The  Postal  Service  is  bound  to  comply  with  section  19  of  OSHA  by 
virtue  of  Article  XIV,  section  3.D  of  the  July  1973  collective  bargain- 
ing agreement  with  the  national  postal  labor  unions.  In  a  January  29, 
1975.  letter  to  the  Postmaster  General.  Secretary  of  Labor  Brennan 
praised  Postal  Service  Regional  level  OSHA  compliance  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms : 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  our  appraisal  showed  operational 
programs  that  were  substantive  and  viable.  We  believe  the  poli- 
cies, procedures,  and  regulations  that  you  and  your  staff  have  de- 
veloped and  implemented  provide  the  necessary  components  for 
conducting  effective  safety  programs  and  meet  or  exceed  the  cri- 
teria of  the  Act  and  Executive  Order  11807. 
Before  assuming  its  present  contractural  obligation,  as  a  matter  of 
policy,  the  Postal  Service  maintained  full  compliance  with  and  par- 
ticipation in  the  federal  agency  safety  and  health  program  estab- 
lished by  section  19.  In  fact,  the  Postal  Service  program  received  the 
second  place  (Honorable  Mention)  award  for  Division  1  of  the  Presi- 
dent's Safety  Award  competition  for  calendar  year  1972,  presented  on 
January  24, 1974. 

Since  the  Postal  Service  already  necessarily  complies  fully  with 
section  19  of  OSHA,  we  see  no  need  for,  but  have  no  objection  to, 
legislation  proposed  by  H.R.  2559  to  make  that  compliance  a  specific 
requirement  of  title  39. 
Sincerely, 

W.  Ajllen  Sanders. 
Assistant  General  Counsel,  Legislative  Division. 
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TITLE  II 
Purpose 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  to  H.R.  2559  which  constitutes 
Title  II  of  the  bill  as  reported  is  to  provide  a  minimal  salary  adjust- 
ment for  top  executive,  legislative  and  judicial  officers  and  employees 
of  the  United  States  who  last  received  an  increase  in  compensation  in 
March  1969.  By  so  doing,  Title  II  would  meet  what  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  has  called  "a  critical  need."  It  also  would 
provide  a  measure  of  relief  to  the  increasing  numbers  of  senior  civil 
service  employees  on  the  General  Schedule  affected  by  the  $36,000  ceil- 
ing in  effect  now  for  76  months. 

The  adjustment  proposed  in  each  instance  would  be  an  amount, 
rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway  between  mul- 
tiples of  $100,  to  the  nearest  higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the 
percentage  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under 
section  5305  of  title  5,  which  pertains  to  annual  adjustments  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule.  The  adjustment  would  take 
effect  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month  in  which  the  adjustment 
under  section  5305  occurs.  Unless  altered  by  an  alternative  plan  pro- 
posed by  the  President,  which  is  not  disapproved  by  either  the  Senate 
or  House  of  Representatives,  that  adjustment  occurs  as  of  the  begin- 
ning of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or  after 
October  1  of  each  year. 

While  Title  II  of  the  bill  would  not  correct  the  pay  gap  which  has 
grown  since  1969  or  the  problem  of  compression  which  has  taken  place 
in  the  higher  reaches  of  the  Government's  salary  schedules,  it  would 
put  a  stop  to  the  continued  growth  of  the  pay  gap  occasioned  by  the 
increased  cost  of  living  since  March  1969  and  the  pay  adjustments 
which  have  occurred  in  other  segments  of  the  economy  over  that  period 
of  time.  It  would  provide  a  cost-of-living  type  of  relief  to  those  offi- 
cials and  employees  whose  purchasing  power  has  been  eroded  by  al- 
most a  third  because  of  inflation. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  matter  of  the  pay  gap  will  be  reviewed  by 
the  next  Quadrennial  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and 
Judicial  Salaries  during  Fiscal  Year  1977. 

Background 

Salary  adjustments  for  top-echelon  officials  of  the  Government  are 
provided  for  under  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967,  which  authorizes 
a  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries,  whos^ 
function  is  to  study  and  review  the  compensation  of  the  personnel 
affected  and  report  its  recommendations  to  the  President  no  later  than 
January  1  of  the  year  following  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  Commission  is  appointed  to  make  its  quadrennial  review. 

The  President  then  makes  his  recommendations  on  the  rates  of  pay 
for  the  offices  and  positions  with  which  the  Commission  is  concerned 
to  the  Congress,  including  those  recommendations  in  his  Budget 
message.  The  President's  recommendations  become  effective  at  the 
beginning  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  after  the  thirtieth 
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day  following  the  transmittal  of  his  recommendations,  unless  Con- 
gress enacts  a  conflicting  law  or  specifically  disapproves  all  or  part  of 
his  recommendations. 

The  last  pay  adjustments  provided  for  under  this  Act  took  effect 
in  March  1969.  The  most  recent  Commission  was  appointed  by  then- 
President  Nixon  in  December,  1972,  too  late  for  it  to  include  a  review 
and  make  a  report  by  January  1,  1973.  Thus,  that  report  was  delayed 
a  year,  being  submitted  to  Congress  on  February  4,  1974.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  reported  a  resolution  (S.  Res. 
293);  on  February  28,  1974,  which  would  have  permitted  all  pro- 
visions of  the  President's  proposal,  except  those  providing  adjust- 
ments in  the  pay  of  Members  of  Congress,  to  take  effect.  The  Senate, 
however,  amended  the  Resolution  to  disapprove  all  of  the  President's 
recommendations  and  thus  rejected  the  entire  proposal  on  March  6, 
1974. 

Prior  to  the  events  of  early  1974,  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  had  reported  a  bill  (S.  1989)  which  would  have  provided 
for  a  biennial  review  and  adjustment,  rather  than  a  quadrennial  review 
and  adjustment,  and  which  would  have  provided  for  the  President's 
recommendations  to  be  submitted  to  Congress  no  later  than  August  31 
of  every  second  year  beginning  in  1973.  That  bill  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  but  failed  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Subsequent  to  the  Senate's  disapproval  of  the  President's  recom- 
mendations in  1974,  hearings  were  held  on  proposed  legislation  with 
respect  to  the  rates  of  pay  for  Levels  III,  IV,  and  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  and  certain  positions  in  the  Legislative  and  Judicial 
branches,  as  well  as  legislation  to  provide  for  a  unified  system  for  mak- 
ing pay  adjustments  for  all  civilian  employees  and  officers. 

Statement 

The  salaries  of  the  Government's  key  personnel,  including  Cabinet 
officers,  other  presidential  appointees,  Members  of  Congress,  the  Fed- 
eral Judiciary  from  the  Chief  Justice  down,  and,  as  the  result  of 
provisions  of  the  law  freezing  other  employees'  salaries,  about  14,600 
other  employees  covered  by  statutory  pay  systems  and  600  officers  of 
the  armed  services,  are  fixed.  For  many,  they  have  been  fixed  since 
March  of  1969. 

In  March  of  1969  the  Consumer  Price  Index  stood  at  108.0.  In  May 
of  1975  it  stood  at  159.3,  up  47.5  percent.  The  effect  has  been  to  eat 
away  at  the  purchasing  power  of  the  affected  officers  and  employees. 
By  May  1975,  according  to  information  supplied  the  Committee  by 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  individuals  holding  these  positions 
had  lost  almost  a  third  of  the  purchasing  power  of  their  March  1969 
salaries. 


Executive  level 

March  1969 
salary 

May  1975 
purchasing  power 

1 

$60  000 

$40, 680 
28,815 
27  120 

II 

42,  500 

III.. 

40,  000 

IV 

38,  000 

25,  764 
24,  408 

V 

36  000 
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To  put  it  another  way,  a  Level  V  official  would  have  to  earn  about 
$53,000  a  year  just  to  maintain  the  same  standard  of  living  he  had  in 
1969. 

Since  the  last  salary  adjustment  for  personnel  on  the  Executive 
Schedule  or  in  comparable  Legislative  or  Judicial  posts,  General 
Schedule  empolyees  have  received  seven  pay  raises  accumulating  to 
about  50  percent.  As  a  result,  increasing  numbers  of  employees  in  the 
General  Schedule  are  affected  by  the  pay  limitation  provision,  5  U.S.C. 
5308,  which  provides  that  General  Schedule  employees  may  not  be  paid 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  basic  rate  for  Level  V  of  the  Executive  Sched- 
ule, which  has  been  $36,000  for  the  past  76  months. 

This  salary  compression  weakens  two  statutory  principles — equal 
pay  for  equal  work  and  the  maintenance  of  proper  pay  distinctions  in 
keeping  with  responsibility.  A  June  1974  study  by  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  showed  that  intergrade  differentials  between  private  sec- 
tor equivalents  to  GS-15  to  GS-18  were  as  follows : 

Percentage 
Between  grades :  differential 

GS-15  and  GS-16 24.6 

GS-16  and  GS-17 ~ 26.  3 

GS-17  and  GS-18 27.5 

The  same  situation  applies  to  the  Federal  Judiciary.  Attorney's 
salaries,  as  surveyed  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor,  have 
risen  43.9  percent  since  1969,  while  the  salaries  of  U.S.  Judges  have  not 
risen  at  all.  Salaries  of  State  Chief  Judges  have  increased  44.2  per- 
cent in  the  same  period,  and,  whereas  in  1969  only  one  state  (New 
York)  paid  its  judiciary  at  a  rate  greater  than  the  pay  of  a  United 
States  District  Court  Judge,  there  now  are  20  states  compensating 
their  judges  at  rates  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  pay  of  Federal  Dis- 
trict Court  Judges. 

Another  study  entitled,  "Report  of  Special  Survey  of  Level  of  Qual- 
ity of  Patient  Care  at  Veterans'  Administration  Hospitals  and  Clin- 
ics," relating  to  the  pay  of  physicians,  dentists,  and  nurses  in  V.A. 
Hospitals,  includes  the  following  recommendation : 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Task  Force,  the  top  priority  to  be 
considered  is  remuneration  for  physicians. 

We  recommend  that  legislative  action  be  sought  in  the  cur- 
rent session  of  the  Congress  to  obtain  incentive  pay  for  phy- 
sicians, dentists,  and  nurses.  Such  actions  are  critically  im- 
portant because  the  pay  raise  anticipated  in  October,  1974, 
will  have  no  benefit  for  1,850  physicians  and  dentists  and 
an  additional  835  will  not  be  able  to  realize  the  full  percent- 
age increase  of  the  raise  due  to  the  $36,000  per  annum  salary 
restriction.  If  improved  remuneration  is  not  forthcoming  in 
the  next  few  months,  we  are  convinced  that  the  VA's  ability 
to  recruit  well -qualified  physicians  will  be  seriously  impaired 
and  there  will  be  an  acceleration  of  resignations  and  conver- 
sions to  part-time  employment  for  economic  reasons. 

The  Committee  is  aware  of  any  number  of  anomalous  situations 
created  by  the  present  $36,000  pay  ceiling.  Continuation  of  a  policy 
which  can  only  progressively  wipe  out  pay  distinctions  can  only  erode 
morale  within  the  work  force  and  have  a  negative  effect  upon  the 
career  incentives  of  people  in  key  positions.  Indeed,  as  the  Generalj 
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Accounting  Office  has  pointed  out  in  a  paper  presented  to  the  Com- 
mittee, "The  salary  ceiling  along  with  cost-of-living  adjustments  for 
Federal  retirees  has  provided  increased  incentives  for  eligible  execu- 
tives to  retire." 

Between  November  1.  1974,  and  February  1,  1975,  the  retirement 
rate  of  eligible  Government  executives  was  almost  300  percent  higher 
than  the  Government-wide  average.  And  they  retire  at  a  younger  age, 
resulting  in  added  costs  to  the  retirement  fund.  The  GAO  reports  that 
at  least  seven  former  Government  officials  now  receive  annuities 
greater  than  $36,000. 

Between  now  and  the  end  of  the  month  many  more  key  personnel 
will  retire  because  of  this  anomaly.  The  Commissioner  of  Social  Secu- 
rity, in  a  June  25,  1975,  memorandum  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Ed- 
ucation, and  Welfare,  sketched  the  following  state  of  affairs  in  but  one 
agency : 

The  Commissioner  of  Social  Security, 

Baltimore,  Md.,  June  25, 1975. 
Note  far  the  Secretary. 

Enclosed  is  a  summary  of  retirements  from  key  positions  that  will 
occur  between  now  and  the  end  of  next  month — the  deadline  for  the 
1975  benefit  increase  on  CSC  retirement. 

In  all,  there  are  eight  definite  and  one  probable.  Four  of  the  nine  are 
Regional  Commissioners  ( leaving  five ) . 

The  two  top  posts  below  the  Commissienr — the  Deputy  Commis- 
sioner (Art  Hess)  and  the  Associate  Commissioner  for  Operations 
(Hugh  McKenna) — will  be  vacated.  (To  make  matters  worse,  the  next 
highest  post,  the  Associate  Commissioner  for  Program  Policy  and 
Planning,  has  been  vacant  for  some  time.  Our  top  candidate  backed 
out  at  the  last  minute  to  take  an  offer  outside  of  Government  paying 
$14,000  more  than  we  can  offer.) 

In  all  (counting  the  probable),  we  are  losing  nine  out  of  our  top 
nineteen  supergrade  posts  at  one  lime — in  the  midst  of  a  major  re- 
organization and  in  the  midst  of  one  of  the  heaviest  workload  and 
policy  choice  periods  ever  faced  by  SSA.  While  some  of  the  retirements 
would  have  occurred  sooner  or  later  due  to  age  (SSA's  top  staff  has 
been  allowed  to  stratify  too  much  at  one  age  level),  all  of  the  retirees 
cite  dollars  and  cents  advantages  of  retirement  over  work  (and  the  lack 
of  any  prospect  for  a  raise  in  Federal  salaries)  as  at  least  one  of  their 
reasons  for  retiring  now.  Seven  out  of  nine  cite  the  Federal  salary 
versus  retirement  increases  as  the  only  reason  for  leaving  at  this  time. 

As  you  can  see  from  the  enclosed  listing,  all  of  the  men  will  draw 
high  retirement  incomes  compared  to  their  present  fixed  salarv  of 
$36,000. 

This  is  not  smart  government. 

It's  not  smart  economics. 

For  that  matter,  it's  not  smart  anything. 

I  know  that  you  have  tried  to  help,  but  I  am  personally  discouraged 
that  any  of  us  has  any  real  chance  of  stopping  the  present  trencf  in 
either  salaries  or  retirements. 

James  B.  Cardwell. 
Enclosure. 

P.S.  Since  this  was  written,  one  more  retirement  has  been  received. 
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Nor  is  the  Social  Security  Administration  alone.  Consider  these  re- 
cent developments : 

Since  November  of  1973,  eight  Federal  judges  with  lifetime  tenure 
have  resigned  to  return  to  private  life  and  some  have  very  specifically 
stated  that  the  reason  for  their  decision  was  the  freeze  on  salaries.  So 
far  as  the  record  can  be  determined,  one  would  have  to  go  back  from 
1973  to  at  least  1941  to  equal  the  judicial  retirement  record  of  the  past 
20  months.  The  latest  example  comes  from  New  Orleans,  where  the  re- 
tirement of  Judge  James  Comiskey  of  the  Eastern  District  of  Louisi- 
ana became  effective  June  16.  He  left  to  become  the  president  of  a 
banking  concern. 

An  individual  declined  appointment  to  a  Department  of  Com- 
merce's GS-16  Associate  General  Counsel  position  in  order  to  ac- 
cept a  position  paying  $50,000  in  private  industry. 

Six  individuals  declined  the  Library  of  Congress's  S-17  posi- 
tion of  Senior  Specialist  in  Taxation  and  Fiscal  Policy  because 
they  were  all  earning  higher  salaries  in  their  present  employment. 
Two  candidates  said  they  could  not  afford  to  accept  HEW's 
GS-18  position  of  Director,  National  Institute  on  Aging  at  the 
National  Institutes  of  Health  because  of  the  pay  limitation.  One 
individual,  currently  with  NIH,  refused  promotion  to  this  posi- 
tion because  he  would  not  have  received  any  increase  in  pay. 

In  June  1975,  six  of  the  Department  of  Treasury's  12  top  of- 
ficials announced  their  departures.  The  Under  Secretarye  of  the 
Treasury  for  Monetary  Affairs  resigned  his  $40,000  post  because 
he  said  he  was  "broke".  He  said  there  were  no  reasons  for  leaving 
other  than  the  need  to  replenish  his  "flat  pocketbook." 

HEW's  GS-17  Associate  Administrator  for  Planning,  Re- 
search, and  Training  resigned  to  accept  a  higher-paying  job  in 
private  enterprise. 

The  GS-18  Executive  Director  of  the  Federal  Power  Com- 
mission retired  to  seek  employment  in  private  enterprise  because 
of  the  executive  salary  ceiling. 

NASA's  Associate  Administrator  resigned  to  accept  a  position 
in  the  private  sector  and  in  leaving  indicated  a  dissatisfaction 
with  Federal  salary  levels. 

The  Executive  Director  and  the  General  Counsel  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  retired  because  of  the  freeze  on  supergrade 
pay. 

Five  top  officials  of  the  Social  Security  Administration  an- 
nounced their  retirement  because  staying  on  in  the  frozen  pay 
levels  would  deny  them  cost-of-living  increases  as  retirees. 

Four  GS-16  Administrative  Law  Judges  in  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  retired  indicating  their  decisions  were  influenced  by 
the  effect  of  the  salary  ceiling  on  their  annuities. 

During  January  to  May  1975,  the  Department  of  Defense 
reported  that  the  salary  ceiling  was  an  important  part  of  the 
decisions  of  17  executives  to  resign  or  retire,  three  employees  to 
refuse  promotions,  reassigmments,  or  transfers,  and  22  individuals 
to  decline  Government  job  offers. 
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The  Committee  agrees  with  Commissioner  Cardwell  of  the  Social 
Security  Administration  that  this  is  not  smart  government,  not  smart 
economies,  not  smart  anything. 

Committee  Action 

Hearings  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  were 
held  on  S.  1989  in  the  93rd  Congress  on  June  26,  1973,  and  on  S.  3049, 
S.  3550  and  S.  3551  in  the  93rd  Congress  on  June  19  and  20,  1974.  The 
Committee  ordered  H.R.  2559  as  amended  reported  by  a  vote  of  6-3, 
with  Senators  Randolph,  Burdick  and  Bellmon  voting  in  the  negative, 
after  defeating  two  proposed  amendments.  The  first  proposed  amend- 
ment, by  Senator  Randolph,  would  have  delayed  application  of  Title 
II  to  Members  of  Congress  only  until  January  1977.  The  second 
amendment,  by  Senator  Burdick,  would  have  extended  the  benefits 
of  Title  II  to  members  of  the  Federal  Judiciary  only. 

Sectional  Analysis  of  Title  II 

Section  202  of  the  bill  provides  a  new  method  for  annual  adjustment 
of  rates  of  pay  for  each  level  of  the  Executive  Schedule.  The  adjust- 
ment would  become  effective  whenever  a  comparability  adjustment  is 
made  under  5  U.S.C.  5305  in  the  statutory  salary  systems  (normally 
in  October  of  each  year).  The  amount  of  the  adjustment  would  equal 
the  percentage  of  the  comparability  adjustment,  rounded  to  the  nearest 
$100. 

Section  203  relates  to  the  salary  of  the  Vice  President  and  provides 
a  method  for  the  automatic  adjustment  of  the  rate  of  pay  for  the  Vice 
President  under  a  formula  identical  to  the  formula  prescribed  for  the 
Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Section  204  covers  the  rates  of  pay  for  Members  of  the  Congress  and 
officials  of  the  legislative  branch  and  includes  in  204(d)  an  amendment 
to  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970  to  reflect  the  level  of 
pay  currently  authorized  for  certain  officers  and  employees  of  the 
legislative  branch.  The  section  provides  that  the  pay  of  the  affected 
Members,  officials  and  employees  would  be  adjusted  under  the  same 
formula  used  for  the  Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Section  205  relates  to  the  salaries  in  the  judicial  branch,  which  also 
would  be  adjusted  under  a  formula  identical  to  that  used  for  the 
Executive  Salary  Schedule. 

Section  206  would  correct  an  oversight  in  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1967,  title  II,  Public  Law  90-206,  so  as  to  include  the  offices  of  Vice 
President  and  certain  legislative  branch  officials  within  the  purview 
of  the  quadrennial  salary  review  of  the  Commission  on  Executive, 
Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries.  It  also  provides  that  the  salaries 
of  those  offices  may  be  adjusted  as  are  other  legislative  branch  salaries 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 
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Costs 

Cost  estimates  are  based  on  the  following  accounting  of  affected 
personnel : 

NUMBER    OF    EMPLOYEES 
Executive  schedule : 

Level  I 12 

Level   II 53 

Level   III 102 

Level    IV 347 

Level    V 271 

Total  785 

Legislative  (Members  and  top  officials) 560 

Judicial : 

Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States 1 

Associate  Justices,  Supreme  Court 10 

Judges,  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 144 

Judges,  Court  of  Claims 10 

Judges,  Court  of  Military  Appeals 3 

Judges,  Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals 6 

Judges,  District  Courts 502 

Judges,  Customs  Court 12 

Judges,  Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 22 

Administrative  Assistance  to  Chief  Justice 1 

Director,  Federal  Judicial  Center 1 

Director,  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts 1 

Deputy  Director,  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S.  Courts 1 

Commissioners,  Court  of  Claims 16 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (full-time  maximum) 190 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (part-time  maximum) 30 

U.S.    Magistrates 133 

Total   1,  083 

Affected  by  $36,000  ceiling  : 
Executive  branch : 

General    Schedule 8,  750 

Veterans    Schedule 2,  000 

Foreign  Service  Schedule 1,300 

Others 2, 100 

Judicial   branch 350 

Legislative    branch 100 

Total   14,600 

In  addition  to  the  above,  there  are  600  officers  in  the  armed  services 
whose  pay  is  limited  by  the  $36,000  ceiling. 

The  October  1975  comparability  increase  for  employees  on  the  Gen- 
eral Schedule  is  estimated  at  about  8  percent.  On  that  basis,  the  in- 
creased cost  to  the  Government  as  the  result  of  passage  of  Title  II  of 
H.R.  2559  would  be  $49.7  million,  broken  down  as  follows : 

In  millions 

Executive  schedule $2.  4 

Legislative 1.  8 

Judicial 3.  5 

Affected  by  compression 42.0 

Total 49.  7 
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These  cost  figures  are  computed  on  the  basis  of  an  average  increase 
of  $3,200  for  the  top  officials  and  an  increase  of  $2,880  for  employees 
affected  by  the  pay  ceiling.  The  total  is  less  than  estimated  in  the  Comp- 
troller General's  report  which  uses  a  cost  of  approximately  $6.5  million 
for  each  1  percent  or  a  total  of  $52  million. 

The  actual  range  of  possible  increases  in  the  General  Schedule  at  this 
time  runs  from  8.6  percent  to  5  percent,  the  latter  representing  a  possi- 
ble ceiling  which  the  President  might  recommend  as  an  alternative. 
Thus,  the  annualized  cost  could  range  from  approximately  $52  million 
to  approximately  $31  million,  depending  upon  future  developments. 
Future  annual  costs  would  be  dependent  upon  the  results  of  annual 
pay  comparability  studies. 

The  executive  branch  has  advised  that  since  the  top  executive  salaries 
and  the  employees  affected  by  the  compression  are  spread  throughout 
the  entire  executive  branch,  all  costs  for  the  executive  branch  will  be 
absorbed  by  each  applicable  agency  without  any  requests  for  addi- 
tional appropriations  for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

Agency  Views 

Excerpted  from  the  1974  Annual  Report  of  the  United  States  Civil 
Service  Commission : 

Pay  systems 

Nothing  is  more  basic  to  sustained  effective  work  than  fair  pay. 
Under  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  the  salaries  of  Federal 
white  collar  employees  are  periodically  realigned  to  keep  them  com- 
parable with  similar  jobs  in  private  industry. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  took  action  during  FY  1974  to  make 
certain  that  the  basic  process  by  which  pay  comparability  is  deter- 
mined is  sound,  and  fair  to  both  employees  and  taxpayers.  During  the 
year  the  Commission  initiated  no  less  than  a  dozen  separate  studies, 
examining  each  phase  of  the  comparability  process.  Previous  studies 
indicate  present  methods  of  determining  comparability  are  reasonably 
accurate.  But  in  the  future,  as  the  result  of  these  new  studies,  the  Gov- 
ernment will  be  able  to  set  Federal  salaries  that  are  comparable  with 
those  in  the  private  sector  to  a  very  high  degree  of  accuracy,  supported 
on  a  thoroughly  sound  statistical  basis. 

Pay  for  executives  and  managers  in  the  Federal  service  presents  a 
severe  problem.  Because  employees  at  the  top  of  the  regular  pay  sched- 
ule and  those  in  the  executive  levels  are  fixed  by  law  and  tradition  into 
a  strict  relationship  with  Congressional  pay,  and  since  Congress  has 
been  reluctant  to  raise  its  own  pay  in  recent  years,  FY  1974  saw  another 
12  months  go  by  without  an  increase  in  the  pay  of  executives.  Because 
the  General  Schedule  of  graded  pay  levels  continually  rises  to  main- 
tain comparability  with  private  sector  salaries,  and  executive  pay  is 
effectively  frozen,  there  is  increasing  compression  at  the  top.  One  effect 
of  this  compression  is  to  place  an  increasing  number  of  reporting  levels 
at  the  same  pay  level. 
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Top  Federal  managers,  scientists,  and  engineers  in  jobs  that  would 
pay  $50,000  to  $70,000  in  private  employment,  as  shown  by  our  studies, 
have  been  at  $36,000,  without  a  raise,  for  3  to  5  years.  As  a  result  the 
Government  is  losing  some  of  its  most  talented  and  experienced  man- 
agers and  other  professionals.  The  Commission  continues  to  urge  the 
Congress  to  correct  this  situation,  which  saves  a  minimal  amount  in 
comparison  with  the  overall  Federal  payroll,  and  costs  the  taxpayers  a 
considerable  investment  in  top-rank  employees  who  are  greatly  needed 
to  meet  the  demands  for  effective  governmental  operations. 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  JvZy  15, 1975. 
Hon.  Gale  W.  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  On  February  25,  1975,  we  issued  a  report  to 
the  Congress  emphasizing  the  critical  need  for  a  better  system  for  ad- 
justing top  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  salaries.  This  report 
pointed  out  that  there  has  been  no  adjustment  in  such  salaries  since 
March  1969,  and  concluded  that  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Act  of  1967,  which  contemplated  that  salary  adjustments  for  such 
positions  would  be  made  every  four  years,  have  failed. 

To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  our  recommendation  that  im- 
mediate legislation  be  enacted  to  reform  the  salary  adjustment  process 
for  top  officials.  We  recommended  that  a  new  process  should  provide 
that  salaries  be  adjusted  annually  on  the  basis  of  either  the  annual 
change  in  the  cost-of-living  index  or  the  average  percentage  increase  in 
General  Schedule  salaries  and  that  these  pay  levels  be  periodically 
reviewed  by  an  independent  commission. 

Under  the  current  quadrennial  review  and  adjustment  process,  the 
next  earliest  possible  adjustment  could  not  occur  until  1977.  We  be- 
lieve that  if  adjustments  are  not  made  before  then,  the  adverse  effects 
on  recruitment,  retention,  and  incentive  for  advancement  throughout 
the  Federal  service  will  continue  to  cause  serious  damage  to  the  capa- 
bility to  manage  Federal  programs  economically  and  effectively. 

Enclosed  is  an  updated  synopsis  of  information  included  in  our 
February  report  showing  that  the  situation  continues  to  worsen  for 
Federal  executives  and  their  employing  agencies  and  promises  to  de- 
teriorate even  further. 

We  trust  that  this  information  will  assist  the  Congress  in  its  con- 
sideration of  this  matter. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Enclosure. 
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General  Accounting  Office 

THE   EXECUTIVE  PAY   PROBLEM    IS   BECOMING   INCREASINGLY  CRITICAL 
THE    EXECUTIVE   PAY   PROBLEM    IS    BECOMING    INCREASINGLY 

CRITICAL 

In  February  1975,  we  reported  to  the  Congress  that  there 
was  a  critical  need  for  a  better  system  for  adjusting  top  ex- 
ecutive, legislative,  and  judicial  salaries.  As  we  reported,  the 
impasse  on  adjusting  top  officials'  salaries  has  frozen  salaries 
since  March  1969  for  Members  of  Congress,  judges,  Presiden- 
tial and  other  appointees,  and  about  14,700  career  civil  service 
personnel. 

The  quadrennial  review  and  adjustment  process  has  failed. 
It  is  much  too  long  a  period  in  our  dynamic  economy.  In- 
creases should  be  automatic.  The  last  increase  was  proposed 
in  1974.  A  significant  percentage  increase  was  needed  but  the 
Senate  rejected  the  President's  proposed  three  stage  increase. 
Failure  to  adjust  top  officials'  salaries  and  resultant  compres- 
sion in  other  systems  create  great  inequities  and  are  having 
serious  adverse  effects  on  recruitment,  retention,  and  incen- 
tives for  advancement  throughout  the  Federal  service. 

To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  the  General  Account- 
ing Office  recommendation  that  legislation  be*  enacted  to  re- 
form the  salary  adjustment  process  for  top  officials.  This 
paper  updates  information  included  in  our  February  report 
which  shows  that  the  situation  continues  to  worsen  for  Fed- 
eral executives  and  their  employing  agencies  and  promises  to 
deteriorate  even  further. 

Erosion  of  purchasing  poicer 

Inflation  has  continued  to  erode  the  purchasing  power  of 
executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  salaries.  By  May  1975, 
individuals  holding  these  positions  had  lost  almost  a  third  of 
the  purchasing  power  of  their  March  1969  salaries. 

March  1969         May  1975  pur- 
Executive  level  salary  chasing  power 

I $60,000  $40,680 

II 42,500  28,815 

III 40,000  27,120 

IV 38,000  25,764 

V 36,000  24,408 

To  put  it  another  way.  a  Level  V  official  would  have  to  earn 
about  $53,000  a  year  just  to  maintain  the  same  standard  of 
living  he  had  in  1969. 
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The  compression  problem  is  becoming  more  severe 

Since  March  1969,  General  Schedule  employees  have  re- 
ceived seven  pay  raises  accumulating  to  about  50  percent.  Esti- 
mates of  the  General  Schedule  increase,  scheduled  for  October 
1975,  run  as  high  as  nine  percent.  While  the  President  has 
indicated  a  desire  to  hold  the  raise  to  five  percent,  additional 
employees  will  reach  $36,000  regardless  of  the  percentage 
increase. 


GS 

Percent  of  employees  at  $36,000 
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pay  rates 
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Non-Federal  executives  have  received  substantial  pay 
increases 
From  1969  through  1974,  non-Federal  executives'  salaries 
increased  about  37  percent  and  were  projected  to  increase  an- 
other 10  percent  during  1975.  Similarly,  senior  civil  service 
employees  in  other  countries  have  had  substantial  pay  in- 
creases since  1969.  The  pay  of  top  government  positions  in 
England,  Germany,  and  Italy  increased  anywhere  from  50 
to  150  percent  between  1969  and  1975.  Many  officials  in  these 
countries  now  receive  more  compensation  than  their  U.S. 
counterparts.  These  officials  generally  received  pay  increases 
at  the  same  time  increases  were  given  the  lower  paid  civil 
servants. 

Retirement  is  more  financially  attractive  than  continuing 
to  work 
The  salary  ceiling  along  with  cost-of-living  adjustments  for 
Federal  retirees  has  provided  increased  incentives  for  eligible 
executives  to  retire.  Since  the  last  salary  increase  for  top 
officials,  retirees  have  received  increases  of  approximately  55 
percent.  Another  increase  of  5.1  percent  will  be  granted  to 
retirees  on  August  1,  1975.  Employees  who  retire  by  this  date 
will  also  have  the  7.3  percent  increase  of  January  1,  1975, 
considered  in  their  annuity  calculations.  For  example,  if  a 
GS-18  with  30  years  of  service  had  retired  in  December  1974, 
his  annual  annuity  after  the  August  adjustment  would  be 
$23,843.  If  he  continues  to  work  through  July  1975,  his  an- 
nuity on  August  1,  197.*,  would  be  $22,836.  If  he  retires  after 
July  1975,  his' annuity  would  be  only  $21,724-$2,119  less  than 
if  he  had  retired  in  December  and  $1,112  less  than  if  he  had 
retired  in  July. 
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Between  November  1,  1974,  and  February  1,  1975,  the  re- 
tirement rate  of  eligible  Government  executives  was  almost 
300  percent  higher  than  the  Government-wide  average.  The 
greatest  number  of  retiring  executives  was  in  the  55  to  59  age 
group.  The  greatest  number  of  total  retirements  among  all 
employees  was  in  age  group  62  and  over.  The  earlier  retire- 
ments of  Government  executives  result  in  added  costs  to  the 
retirement  fund  in  addition  to  the  cost  of  their  replacements. 
At  least  seven  former  Government  officials  now  receive  an- 
nuities greater  than  $36,000. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  as  re- 
ported are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  in  which  no  change  is 
proposed  is  shown  in  roman;  existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets;  new  matter  is  shown  in  italic)  : 

TITLE  39,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 


§  410.  Application  of  other  laws. 

(a)  *  *  * 

(b)  The  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  the  Postal  Service: 

(1)  Section  552  (public  information),  section  3110  (restrictions 
on  employment  of  relatives),  section  3333  and  chapters  71  (em- 
ployee policies)  and  73  (suitability,  security,  and  conduct  of  em- 
ployees), and  section  5532  (dual  pay)  of  title  5,  except  that  no 
regulation  issued  under  such  chapters  or  sections  shall  apply  to 
the  Postal  Service  unless  expressly  made  applicable ; 

(2)  All  provisions  of  title  18  dealing  with  the  Postal  Service, 
the  mails,  and  officers  or  employees  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States; 

(3)  Section  107  of  title  2()  (known  as  the  Eandolph-Sheppard 
Act.  relating  to  vending  machines  operated  by  the  blind)  ; 

I  4 )   The  following  provisions  of  title  40  : 

(A)  Sections  258a-258e  (relating  to  condemnation  proceed- 
ings) ; 

(B)  Sections  270a-270e  (known  as  the  Miller  Act,  relating  to 
performance  bonds)  ; 

(C)  Sections  276a-376a-7  (known  as  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  re- 
lating to  prevailing  wages)  ; 

(D)  Section  276c  (relating  to  wage  payments  of  certain  con- 
tractors) ; 

(E)  Chapter  5   (the  Contract  Work  Hours  Standards  Act); 


and 
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(F)   Chapter  15    (the  Government  Losses  in  Shipment  Act) ; 

( 5 )  The  following  provisions  of  title  41 : 

(A)  Sections  35-45  (known  as  the  Walsh-Healey  Act,  relating 
to  wages  and  hours)  ;  and 

(B)  Chapter  6  (the  Service  Contract  Act  of  1965) ;  [and] 

(6)  Sections  2000d,  2000d-l— 2000d-4  of  title  42  (title  VI,  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1946 )£. J;  and 

(7)  section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of 
1970{29U.S.C668). 


TITLE  5,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

******* 

Chapter  53 — Pay  Rates  and  Systems 

SUBCHAPTER   I PAY    COMPARABILITY    SYSTEM 

Sec. 

5301.  Policy. 

5302.  [Repeated.] 

5303.  Higher  minimum  rates ;  Presidential  authority. 

5304.  Presidential  policies  and  regulations. 

5305.  Annual  pay  reports  and  adjustments. 

5306.  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay. 

5307.  Pay  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

5308.  Pay  limitation. 

subchapter  ii — executive  schedule  pay  rates 
Sec 

5311.  The  Executive  Schedule. 

5312.  Positions  at  level  I. 

5313.  Positions  at  level  II. 

5314.  Positions  at  level  III. 

5315.  Positions  at  level  IV. 

5316.  Positions  at  level  V. 

5317.  Presidential  authority  to  place  positions  at  levels  IV  and  V. 

5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay. 
******* 

§  5318.    Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay 

Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  com- 
mencing on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  ivhich  an  adjustment 
takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  this  title  in  the  rates  of  pay  under 
the  General  Schedule,  the,  annual  rate  of  pay  for  positions  at  each 
level  of  the  Executive  Schedule  shall  be  adjusted  by  an  amount, 
rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  {or  if  midway  between 
multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the 
percentage  of  such  annual  rate  of  pay  which  corresponds  to  the  overall 
average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the  Con- 
gress under  such  section  5305)  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay 
under  the  General  Schedule. 
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§  5312.  Positions  at  level  I 

[Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $60,000 :] 

Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  positions 
for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  determined  with 
respect  to  such  level  wider  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section 
5318  of  this  title : 

(1)  Secretary  of  State. 

(2)  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(3)  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(4)  Attorney  General. 

(5)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (12),  Aug.  12, 1970, 84  Stat.  776. 

(6)  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(7)  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(8)  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(9)  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(10)  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(11)  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

(12)  Secretary-  of  Transportation. 

(13)  Special  Representative  for  Trade  Xegotiations. 

§  5313.  Positions  at  level  II 

[Level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $42,500 :] 

Level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  sueh  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title : 

(1)  Deputy  Secretaries  of  Defense  (2). 

(2)  Deputy  Secretary  of  State. 

(3)  Administrator.  Agency  for  International  Development. 

(4)  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminis- 
tration. 

(5)  Administrator  of  Veterans*  Affairs. 

(6)  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(7)  Deputy  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

(8)  Chairman.  Xuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(9)  Chairman,  Council  0f  "^Vonomic  Advisers. 

(10)  Chairman.  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System. 

( 11 )  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

( 12)  Director  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology. 

(13)  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disarma- 
ment Agency. 

(14)  Director  of  the  United  States  Information  Agency. 

(15)  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

( 16 )  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

(17)  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(18)  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 
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(19)-  Administrator,  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

( 19)  Director  of  the  National  Science  Foundation. 

(20)  Deputy  Attorney  General. 

(21)  Director  of  the  Special  Action  Office  for  Drug  Abuse  Pre- 
vention. 

( 22 )  Administrator  of  Energy  Research  and  Development  Adminis- 
tration. 

§  5314.    Positions  at  level  III 

[Level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $40,000  :J 

Level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  #,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title: 

(1)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-644,  §8(a),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat.  1888. 

( 1 )  Solicitor  General  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (13)  (A),  Aug.  12,  1970, 
84  Stat.  776. 

(3)  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(4)  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(5)  Repealed.  Pub.'  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948. 

(6)  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(7)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(8)  Under  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(9)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Political  Affairs  and  Under  Secre- 
tary of  State  for  Economic  Affairs  and  an  Under  Secretary  of  State 
for  Coordinating  Security  Assistance  Programs. 

(10)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  (or  Counselor) . 

(11)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  Monetary  Affairs. 

(12)  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(13)  Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

( 14 )  Deputy  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(15)  Deputy  Administrator,  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment. 

(16)  Chairman,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board.  f 

(17)  Chairman  of  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

(18)  Chairman,  Federal  Communications  Commission. 

(19)  Chairman,  Board  of  Directors,  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation. 

(20)  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

(21)  Chairman,  Federal  Power  Commission. 

(22)  Chairman,  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

(23)  Chairman,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

(24)  Chairman,  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(25)  Chairman,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

(26)  Chairman,  Board  of  Directors^  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

(27)  Chairman,  National  Mediation  Board. 
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(28)  Chairman,  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

(29)  Chairman.  Federal  Maritime  Commission. 

(30)  Comptroller  of  the  Currency. 

(31)  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue. 

(32)  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  Department 
of  Defense. 

(33)  Deputy  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration. 

(34)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

(35)  Deputy  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

(36)  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

(37)  Director  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

(38)  Chief  Medical  Director  in  the  Department  of  Medicine  and 
Surgery.  Veterans'  Administration. 

(39)  Deputy  Director,  National  Science  Foundation. 

(40)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(14)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967.  81  Stat. 
198. 

(41)  President  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington. 

(42)  Members,  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(43)  Members,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

(44)  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation.  Department 
of  Justice. 

(45)  Administrator.  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

(46)  Administrator,  Federal  Railroad  Administration. 

(47)  Chairman,  National  Transportation  Safety  Board. 

(48)  Chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  the  in- 
cumbent of  which  also  serves  as  Chairman  of  the  National  Council  on 
the  Arts. 

(49)  Chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Humanities. 

(50)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service. 

(51)  Under  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

(52)  Urban  Mas^  Transportation  Administrator. 

(53)  President.  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation. 
(55.)   Chairman.  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

(55)   Admimstrator  of  Law  Enforcement  Assistance. 

(57)  Chairman,  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Review  Com- 
mission. 

(58)  Governor  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

(58)  Chairman.  Eoual  Employment  Opportunity  Commission. 

(59)  Chairman.  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission. 

(60)  Deputy  Administrator.  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration. 

(60")   Chairman.  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission. 

(60)  Deputy  Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations  (2). 

(61)  Chairman,  United  States  International  Trade  Commission. 

§  5315.    Positions  at  level  IV 

[Level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  ^he  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $38,000  :] 
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Level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  ivhich  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title : 

(1)  Administrator,  Bureau  of  Security  and  Consular  Affairs, 
Department  of  State. 

(2)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct,  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948. 

(3)  Deputy  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(4)  Associate  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration. 

(5)  Assistant  Administrators,  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (6). 

(6)  Regional  Assistant  Administrators,  Agency  for  International 
Development  (4). 

(7)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

(8)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(9)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(10)  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  State. 

(11)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  (4). 

(12)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Commerce  (6). 

(13)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense  (9) . 

( 14)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Air  Force  (4) . 

(15)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Army  (5) . 

(16)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  (4) . 

(17)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare  (5). 

(18)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  (6) . 

(19)  Assistant  Attorneys  General  (9) . 

(20)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Labor  (5). 

(21)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (14)  (A),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776. 

(22)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  State  (11). 

(23)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  (5) . 

(24)  Members,  United  States  International  Trade  Commission. 
(25)-(28)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(15)  (E),  Sept.  11,  1967.  81 

Stat.  198. 

(29)  Director  of  Civil  Defense.  Department  of  the  Army. 

(30)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(15)  (E),  Sept.  11,  ±967,  81  Stat, 
198. 

(31)  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director  in  the  Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery,  Veterans'  Administration. 

(32)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

(33)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology. 

(34)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

(35)  Deputy  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency. 

(36)  Deputy  Director  of  the  United  States  Information  Agency. 

(37)  Assistant  Directors  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  (3) . 

(38)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

(39)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

(40)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(41)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare. 
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(42)   Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
(43^   Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

(44)  General  Counsel  of  the  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(45)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (14)  (A),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776. 

(46)  Counselor  of  the  Department  of  State. 

(47)  Legal  Adviser  of  the  Department,  of  State. 

(48)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

(49)  First  Vice  President  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Wash- 
ington. 

(50)  Repealed.  Pub  L.  93-438,  §  310(3),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat.  1253. 

(51)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-181,  §  5.27(a),  Dec.  10,  1971,  85  Stat. 
625. 

(52)  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance. 

(53)  Deputy  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance. 

(54)  Members,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

(55^  Members,  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 

(56 )  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of 
Washington. 

(57)  Members,  Federal  Communications  Commission. 

(58)  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Corporation. 

(59)  Members,  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

(60)  Members,  Federal  Power  Commission. 

(61)  Members,  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

(62)  Members,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

(63)  Members,  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(64)  Members,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

(65)  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Author- 
ity. 

(66)  Members.  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

(67)  Members,  Federal  Maritime  Commission. 

(68)  Members,  National  Mediation  Board. 

(69)  Members,  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

(70)  Director  of  Selective  Service. 

(71)  Associate  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation, 
Department  of  Justice. 

(72)  Members,  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission  (4). 

(73)  Chief  of  Protocol,  Department  of  State. 

(74)  Director,  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research,  Department 
of  State. 

(75)  Director,  Community  Relations  Service. 

(76)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(77)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York. 

(78)  Members,  National  Transportation  Safety  Board. 

(79)  General  Counsel,  Department  of  Transportation. 

(80)  Deputy  Administrator,  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

(81)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Transportation  (4). 

(82)  Director  of  Public  Roads. 

(83)  Administrator  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Cor- 
poration. 
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Assistant  Secretary  for  Science,  Smithsonian  Institution. 
Assistant  Secretary  for  History  and  Art,  Smithsonian  Insti- 
tution. 

(86)  Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

(87)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (8) . 

(88)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 

( 89)  Commissioner  of  Interama. 

(90)  Deputy  Administrator  for  Policy  Development  of  the  Law 
Enforcement  Assistance  Administration. 

(91)  Federal  Insurance  Administrator,  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development. 

(92)  Executive    Vice    President,    Overseas    Private    Investment 
Corporation. 

(92)  Administrator  of  the  National  Credit  Union  Administration. 

(93)  Members,  Postal  Rate  Commission  (4). 

(94)  Members,      Occupational      Safety      and     Health      Review 
Commission. 

(95)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Sepcial  Action  Office  for  Drug  Abuse 
Prevention. 

(96)  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  (or  Assistant  Sec- 
retaries of  the  Treasury)  (2) . 

(97)  Members,  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission  (4). 

(97)    Commissioner  of   Social   Security,   Department   of   Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

(99)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Oceans  and  International  Environ- 
mental and  Scientific  Affairs,  Department  of  State. 

(100)  Administrator  for  Federal  Procurement  Policy. 

(100)  Assistant  Administrators,  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration  (6). 

(100)  Members,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission. 

(101)  Director  of  Nuclear  Reactor  Regulation,  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

(102)  Director  of  Nuclear  Material  Safety  and  Safeguards,  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission. 

(103)  Director  of  Nuclear  Regulatory  Research,  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

(104)  Executive    Director    for    Operations,    Nuclear    Regulatory 
Commission. 

§  5316.    Positions  at  level  V 

[Level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $36.000 :] 

Level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  positions, 
for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  determined 
with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by 
section  5318  o  f  this  title : 

(1)  Administrator,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

(2)  Administrator.  Agricultural  Research  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

(3)  Administrator,  Agricultural   Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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(4)  Administrator,  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

(5)  Administrator,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  Department  of 
'Agriculture. 

(6)  Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Administration,  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture. 

(7)  Administrator,    Soil    Conservation    Service,    Department    of 
Agriculture. 

(8)  Administrator,  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

(9)  Administrator  of  the  National  Capital  Transportation  Agency. 

(10)  Repealed,  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948. 

(11)  Associate  Administrators  of  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration  (3). 

(12)-(14)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e).  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat. 
948. 

(15)  Associate  Administrator  for  Advanced  Research  and  Tech- 
nology, National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 

(16)  Associate   Administrator   for   Space   Science    and   Applica- 
tions, National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 

(17)  Associate  Administrator  for  Manned  Space  Flight,  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration. 

(18)  Associate  Deputy  Administrator,  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

(19)  Deputy  Associate  Administrator.  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

(20)  Associate  Deputy  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(21)  Archivist  of  the  United  States. 

(22)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83.  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967.  81  Stat. 
198. 

(23)  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Administration. 

(24)  Assistant  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
Administration. 

(25)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-22,  §  3,  June  1,  1971,  85  Stat.  76. 

(26)  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  Administration. 

(27)  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  for  Administration. 

(28)  Repealed.  Pub.  L>2-302.  §  2(d).  May  18,  1972,  86  Stat.  149. 

(29)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §310(4),  Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat. 
1253. 

(30)  Assistant  and  Science  Adviser  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
^  (31)   Chairman,   Foreign   Claims  Settlement   Commission  of  the 

United  States. 

(32)  Chairman  of  the  Military  Liaison  Committee  to  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission.  Department"of  Defense. 

(33)  Chairman  of  the  Renegotiation  Board. 

(34)  Chairman  of  the  Subversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

(35)  Chief  Counsel  for  the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  Department 
of  the  Treasury. 

(36)  Chief    Forester    of    the    Forest    Service,    Department    of 
Agriculture. 

(37)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84  Stat. 
776. 

(38)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81  Stat. 

1«70. 
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(39)  Commissioner  of  Customs,  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

(40)  Commissioner,    Federal    Supply    Service,    General    Services 
Administration. 

(41)  Commissioner  of  Education,  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare. 

(42)  Director,  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior. 

(43)  Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs,  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

(44)  Commissioner  of  Immigration  and  Naturalization,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice. 

(45)  Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(46)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-9,  §  6,  Apr.  10,  1967,  81  Stat.  12. 

(47)  Commissioners,  Indian  Claims  Commission  (5). 

(48)  Commissioner  of  Patents,  Department  of  Commerce. 

(49)  Commissioner,   Public  Buildings   Service,  General   Services 
Administration. 

(50)  Commissioner  of  Reclamation,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(51)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-603,  §  404(a),  Oct.  30, 1972,  86  Stat.  1488. 

(52)  Commissioner  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(53)  Commissioner  of  Welfare,  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

(54)  Director,  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency,  Department 
of  Defense. 

(55)  Director     of     Agricultural     Economics,     Department     of 
Agriculture. 

(56)  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Department  of  Commerce. 

(57)  Director,  Bureau  of  Mines,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(58)  Director,  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Department  of  Justice. 

(59)  Director,  Geological  Survey,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(60)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84  Stat. 
776. 

(61)  Director,   National    Bureau   of   Standards,   Department   of 
Commerce. 

(62)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(4),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat,  1253. 

(63)  Director  of  Science  and  Education,  Department  of  Agriculture. 

(64)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §  2(d),  May  18,  1972,  86  Stat.  149. 

(65)  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue,  Department  of  the 
Treasury. 

(66)  Assistant  Directors,  National  Science  Foundation  (4). 

(67)  Deputy  Director,  Policy  and  Plans,  United  States  Information 
Agency. 

(68)  Deputy  General  Counsel,  Department  of  Defense. 

(69)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(4),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat.  1253. 

(70)  Associate  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service. 

(71)  Associate  Director  for  Volunteers,  Peace  Corps. 

(72)  Associate  Director  for  Program  Development  and  Operations, 
Peace  Corps. 

(73)  Assistants  to  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 
tion, Department  of  Justice   (2). 

(74)  Assistant  Directors,  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  (3). 
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(75)  Assistant  Directors,  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disarma- 
ment Agency   (4). 

(76)  Kepealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948. 

(77)  Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(78)  General  Counsel  of  the  Agency  for  International  Development. 

(79)  Genera]  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(80)  Genera]  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

(81)  General  Counsel  of  the  Nuclear  Kegulatory  Commission. 

(82)  Kepealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948. 

(83)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81  Stat. 
198. 

(84)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

(85)  General  Counsel  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Dis- 
armament Agency. 

(86)  General   Counsel   of  the   National   Aeronautics  and   Space 
Administration. 

(87)  Governor  of  the  Canal  Zone. 

(88)  Manpower  Administrator,  Department  of  Labor. 

(89)  Maritime  Administrator,  Department  of  Commerce. 

(90)  Members,   Foreign   Claims   Settlement   Commission   of  the 
United  States. 

(91)  Members,  Renegotiation  Board. 

(92)  Members,  Subversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

(93)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-618,  §  172(c)  (3),  Jan.  3,  1975,  88  Stat. 
2010. 

(94),  (95)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

(96)  Deputy  Directors  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  De- 
partment of  Defense  (4). 

(97)  Assistant  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(98)  Director,    United    States    Travel    Service,    Department    of 
Commerce. 

(99)  Executive    Director    of    the    United    States    Civil    Service 
Commission. 

(100)  Administrator,  Wage  and  Hour  and  Public  Contracts  Divi- 
sion, Department  of  Labor. 

(101)  Assistant  Director   (Program  Planning,  Analysis  and  Re- 
search), Office  of  Economic  Opportunity. 

(102)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93^38,  §310(4),  Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat. 
1253. 

(103)  Associate  Director  (Policy  and  Plans),  LTnited  States  Infor- 
mation Agency. 

(104)  Chief  Benefits  Director,  Veterans'  Administration. 

(105)  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics,  Department  of  Labor. 

(106)  Deputy  Director,  National  Security  Agency. 

(107)  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

(108)  Director,  National  Park  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(109)  Director  of  International  Scientific  Affairs,  Department  of 
State.  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-126.  §  9(c),  June  8,  1974,  88  Stat.  238. 

(110)  General  Counsel  of  the  Veterans'  Administration. 

(111)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-261,  §  9(c),  Mar.  24,  1972,  86  Stat.  110. 
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(112)  National  Export  Expansion  Coordinator,  Department  of 
Commerce. 

(113)  Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(114)  Staff  Director,  Commission  on  Civil  Rights. 

(115)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 

(116)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Cali- 
fornia. 

(117)  Assistant    Secretary    for   Administration,    Department   of 
Transportation. 

(118)  Director,   United    States   National   Museum,   Smithsonian 
Institution. 

(119)  Director,  Smithsonian  Astrophysical  Observatory,  Smith- 
sonian Institution. 

(120)  Administrator  for  Economic  Development. 

(121)  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Science  Services  Ad- 
ministration. 

(122)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-383,  §  818(b),  Aug.  22,  1974,  88  Stat. 
740. 

(123)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Aug.  12, 1970,  84  Stat. 
776. 

(124)  Director,  National  Highway  Safety  Bureau. 

(125)  Director,  National  Traffic  Safety  Bureau. 

(126)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-644,  §  7(2),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat.  1887. 

(127)  Director,  Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice. 

(128)  Auditor- General  of  the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment. 

(129)  Vice  Presidents,  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation 
(3). 

(130)  Deputy  Administrator,  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Admin- 
istration, Department  of  Transportation. 

(131)  Assistant  Directors,  Special  Action  Office  for  Drug  Abuse 
Prevention  (6). 

(132)  General  Counsel  of  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunities 
Commission. 

(133)  Director,  National  Cemetery  System,  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion. 

(133)  Deputy  Administrator  for  Administration  of  the  Law  En- 
forcement Assistance  Administration. 

(134)  General  Counsel,  Energy  Research  and  Development  Admin- 
istration. 

(135)  Additional  officers,  Energy  Research  and  Development  Ad- 
ministration (8). 

(135)  General  Counsel,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission. 

(136)  Additional  officers,  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (5). 
(136)   Executive  Director,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commis- 
sion. 

***** 

§  5305.    Annual  pay  reports  and  adjustments 

(a)  In  order  to  carrv  out  the  policy  stated  in  section  5301  of  this 
title,  the  President  shall— 
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(1)  direct  such  agent  as  he  considers  appropriate  to  prepare 
and  submit  to  him  annually,  after  considering  such  views  and 
recommendations  as  may  be  submitted  under  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  report  that — 

(A)  compares  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay  sys- 
tems with  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  levels  of  work  in 
private  enterprise  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  appropriate 
annual  surveys  that  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics ; 

(B)  makes  recommendations  for  appropriate  adjust- 
ments in  rates  of  pay :  and 

(C)  includes  the  views  and  recommendations  submitted 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section; 

(2)  after  considering  the  report  of  his  agent  and  the  findings 
and  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay 
reported  to  him  under  section  5306(b)  (3)  of  this  title,  adjust  the 
rates  of  pay  of  each  statutory  pay  system  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  under  section  5301(a)  of  this  title,  effective  as  of  the 
beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or 
after  October  1  of  the  applicable  year;  and 

(3)  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  the  pay  adjustment,  to- 
gether with  a  copy  of  the  report  submitted  to  him  by  his  agent  and 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on 
Federal  Pay  reported  to  him  under  section  5306(b)(3)  of  this 
title.  The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  this  subsection 
shall  specify  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates 
of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule  and  of  the  adjustment  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  other  statutory  pay  systems. 

(b)    *  *  * 

(e)(1)  If,  because  of  national  emergency  or  economic  conditions 
affecting  the  general  welfare,  the  President  should,  in  any  year,  con- 
sider it  inappropriate  to  make  the  pay  adjustment  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  he  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress 
before  September  1  of  that  year  such  alternative  plan  with  respect  to 
a  pay  adjustment  as  he  considers  appropriate,  together  with  the  rea- 
sons therefor,  in  lieu  of  the  pay  adjustments  required  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section.  The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  this 
subsection,  shall  specify  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjustment  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule  and  of  the  adjustment  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  other  statutory  pay  systems. 


TITLE  3,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 


§  104.    Salary  of  the  Vice  President 

The  per  annum  rate  of  salary  of  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  [$62,500.  to  be  paid  monthly.]  the  rate  determined  for 
sueh  position  under  chapter  11  of  title  £,  as  adjusted  under  this  section. 
Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month  in  irhich  an  adjustment 
takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 
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General  Schedule  the  salary  of  the  Vice  President  shall  be  adjusted  by 
an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  {or  if  midway  be- 
tween multiples  of  $100,  to  the  nearest  higher  multiple  of  $100) ,  equal 
to  the  percentage  of  such  per  annum  rate  which  corresponds  to  the 
overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  under  section  5305  of  title  5)  of  the  adjustment  in  such 
rates  of  pay.  Such  salary  shall  be  paid  on  a  monthly  basis. 


Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  (2  U.S.C.  31) 


COMPENSATION  OF   MEMBERS   OF   CONGRESS 

[Sec.  601.  (a)  The  compensation  of  Senators,  Representatives  in 
Congress,  Delegates  from  the  Territories,  and  the  Resident  Commis- 
sioner from  Puerto  Rico  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $42,500  per  annum 
each.  The  compensation  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $62,500  per  annum.  The  compensation  of 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Majority  Leader  and  the 
Minority  Leader  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Majority  Leader  and  the 
Minority  Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  at  the 
rate  of  $49,500  per  annum  each.] 

Sec.  601.  (a)(1)  The  annual  rate  of  pay  for — 

(A)  each  Senator,  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Resident 
Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  {except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
subparagraph  (B)  and  (C)  of  this  paragraph), 

(B)  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  the  Majority 
Leader  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  Senate,  and  the  Majority 
Leader  and  the  Minority  Leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and 

(C)  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  shall  be  the 
rate  determined  for  such  positions  under  section  225  of  the  Fed- 
eral Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361).  as  adjusted  by  para- 
graph (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(2)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjust- 
ment takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  in 
the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule,  each  annual  rate  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  {!)  shall  be  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to 
the  nearest  multipe  of  $100  {or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to 
the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such  an- 
nual rate  which  corresponds  to  the  overall  average  percentage  {as  set 
forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  such  section 
5305)  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General 
Schedule, 
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Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  415) 


[Sec.  203.  (a)  The  compensation  of  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $30,000  per  annum. 

(b)  The  compensation  of  the  Assistant  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $28,500  per  annum. 

(c)  The  compensation  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  United 
States  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  the 
Public  Printer,  and  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  the  rate 
of  $27,000  per  annum. 

(d)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Librarian  of  Congress,  the 
Deputy  Public  Printer,  and  the  Assistant  Architect  of  the  Capitol 
shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $25,500  per  annum.] 

Sec.  203.  (a)  The  compensation  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  shall  he  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for 
positions  at  level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  of  subchapter  II  of 
chapter  53  of  title  5.  United  States  Code. 

(b)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for 
positions  at  level  III  of  sueh  Executive  Schedule. 

(c)  The  compensation  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  United  States 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  and  the  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate 
for  positions  at  level  IV  of  sueh  Executive  Schedule. 

(d)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Librarian  of  Congress  and 
the  Assistant  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which 
is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at  level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule. 


TITLE  44,  UXITED  STATES  CODE 


Chapter  3 — Government  Printing  Office 
Sec. 

301.  Public  Printer  :  appointment. 

302.  Deputy  Public  Printer  :  appointment ;  duties. 

303.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer :  ^compensation.]  pay. 

304.  Public  Printer  :  vacancy  in  office. 

305.  Public  Printer  :  employees  :  pay. 

306.  Public  Printer  :  employment  of  skilled  workmen  ;  trial  of  skill. 

307.  Public  Printer  :  night  work. 

308.  Disbursing  officer  :  continuation  and  settlement  of  accounts  during  vacancy 

in  office :  responsibility  for  accounts :  disbursements  for  Superintendent 
of  Documents. 

309.  Revolving  fund  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  Government  Printing 

Office :    capitalization ;    reimbursements    and    credits ;    accounting    and 
budgeting:  reports. 

310.  Payments  for  printing,  binding,  blank  paper,  and  supplies. 

311.  Purchases  exempt  from  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services 

Act. 
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Sec. 

312.  Machinery,    material,    equipment,    or    supplies    from    other    Government 

agencies. 

313.  Examining  boards  :  paper  ;  bindery  materials  :  machinery. 

314.  Inks,  glues,  and  other  supplies  furnished  to  other  Government  agencies : 

payment. 

315.  Branches  of  Government  Printing  Office  :  limitations. 

316.  Detail  of  employees  of  Government  Printing  Office  to  other  Government 

establishments. 

317.  Special  policemen. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

[§  303.    Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer :  compensation 

The  compensation  of  the  Public  Printer  is  at  the  rate  $28,750  per 
annum,  and  the  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Public  Printer  is  at 
the  rate  of  $27,500  per  annum.] 

§  303.    Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer:  pay 

The  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Public  Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which 
is  equal  to  the  rate  for  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  of  subchap- 
ter II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  The  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Deputy 
Public  Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  level  V 
of  such  Executive  Schedule. 


Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970  (84  Stat.  1946) 
******* 

SENATE    PAY   ADJUSTMENTS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Each  time  the  President  adjusts  the  rates  of  pay  of  em- 
ployees under  section  5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  the  President 
pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  shall,  as  he  considers  appropriate — 

(1)  (A)  adjust  the  rates  of  pay  of  personnel  whose  pay  is  dis- 
bursed by  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate,  and  any  minimum  or  maxi- 
mum rate  applicable  to  any  such  personnel ;  or 

(B)  in  the  case  of  such  personnel  whose  rates  of  pay  are  fixed 
by  or  pursuant  to  law  at  specific  rates,  adjust  such  rates  (including 
the  adjustment  of  such  specific  rates  to  maximum  pay  rates)  and, 
in  the  case  of  all  other  personnel  whose  pay  is  disbursed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate,  adjust  only  the  minimum  or  maximum 
rates  applicable  to  such  other  personnel ;  and 

(2)  adjust  any  limitation  or  allowance  applicable  to  such 
personnel ; 

by  percentages  which  are  equal  or  equivalent,  insofar  as  practicable' 
and  with  such  exceptions  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  appropri- 
ate pay  relationships  between  positions,  to  the  percentages  of  the 
adjustments  made  by  the  President  under  such  section  5305  for  corre- 
sponding rates  of  pay  for  employees  subject  to  the  General  Schedule 
contained  in  section  5332  of  such  title.  Such  rates,  limitations,  and 
allowances  adjusted  by  the  President  pro  tempore  shall  become  effec- 
tive on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after  the 
day  on  which  any  adjustment  becomes  effective  under  such  section 
5305  or  section  3(c)  of  this  Act. 
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(b)  The  adjustments  made  by  the  President  pro  tempore  shall  be 
made  in  such  manner  as  he  considers  advisable  and  shall  have  the  force 
and  effect  of  law. 

(c)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  impair  any  authority  pursuant  to 
which  rates  of  pay  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action. 

(d)  No  rate  of  pay  shall  be  adjusted  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  to  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  for  [level  V] 
level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  contained  in  [section  5316]  sec- 
tion 531 i  of  title  5,  Tni  ed  States  Code. 

(e)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "personnel"  does  not  in- 
clude any  Senator. 


TITLE  28,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 


Chapter  21 — General  Provisions  Applicable  to  Courts  and  Judges 

Sec. 

451.  Definitions. 

452.  Courts  always  open ;  power  unrestricted  by  expiration  of  sessions. 

453.  Oath  of  justices  and  judges. 

454.  Practice  of  law  by  justices  and  judges. 

455.  Interest  of  justice  or  judge. 

456.  Traveling  expenses  of  justices  and  judges. 

457.  Records ;  obsolete  papers. 

458.  Relative  of  justice  or  judge  ineligible  to  appointment. 

459.  Administration  of  oaths  and  acknowledgements. 

460.  Application  to  Alaska,  Canal  Zone,  Guam  and  Virgin  Islands. 

461.  Adjustments  in  certain  salaries. 


§  460.    Application   to  Alaska,   Canal   Zone,   Guam  and   Virgin 
Islands 

Sections  452-459  of  this  chapter  shall  also  apply  to  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  the  Canal  Zone,  the  District 
Court  of  Guam  and  the  District  Court  of  the  Virgin  Islands  and  the 
judges  thereof. 

§  461.    Adjustments  in  certain  salaries 

(a)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjust- 
ment takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay  under 
the  General  Schedule  (except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)),  each 
salary  rate  which  is  subject  to  adjustment  under  this  section  shall  be 
adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or 
if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of 
$100)  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such  salary  rate  which  corresponds 
to  the  overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report  trans- 
mitted to  the  Congress  under  such  section  5305)  of  the  adjustments  in 
the  rates  of  pay  under  such  Schedule. 
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(b)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  it  would  reduce 
the  salary  of  any  individual  whose  compensation  may  not,  under  sec- 
tion 1  of  article  III  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  be  di- 
minished dwnng  such  individuals  continuance  in  office. 

******* 

§  5.    Salaries  of  justices 

[The  Chief  Justice  shall  receive  a  salary  of  $40,000  a  year,  and  each 
associate  justice  shall  receive  a  salary  of  $39,500  a  year.] 

The  Chief  Justice  and  each  associate  justice  shall  each  receive  a  sal- 
ary at  annual  rates  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Sal- 
ary Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this 
title. 

******* 

§  44.    Appointment,  tenure,  residence  and  salary  of  circuit  judges 

(a)  The  President  shall  appoint,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent of  the  Senate,  circuit  judges  for  the  several  circuits  as  follows: 

Circuits:  Number  of  judges 

District  of  Columbia Nine 

First Three 

Second Nine 

Third Nine 

Fourth - Seven 

Fifth Fifteen 

Sixth Nino 

Seventh El£ht 

Eighth EiSht 

Ninth Thirteen 

Tenth Seven 

(b)  Circuit  judges  shall  hold  office  during  good  behavior. 

(c)  Except  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  each  circuit  judge  shall 
be  a  resident  of  the  circuit  for  which  appointed  at  the  time  of  his 
appointment  and  thereafter  while  in  active  service. 

[(d)   Each  circuit  judge  shall  receive  a  salary  of  $33,000  a  year.] 

(d)  Each  circuit  judge  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  deter- 
mined under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C. 
351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title. 

******* 
§  135.    Salaries  of  district  judges 

[Each  judge  of  a  district  court  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  a 
salary  of  $30,000  a  year.  .  ^  . 

The  chief  judge  of  the  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
shall  receive  a  salary  of  $30,500  a  year  J 

Each  judge  of  a  district  court  of  the  United  States  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of 
this  title. 

******* 
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§  173.   Tenure  and  salaries  of  judges 

The  chief  judge  and  associate  judges  of  the  Court  of  Claims  shall 
hold  office  during  good  behavior.  [Each  shall  receive  a  salary  of 
$33,000  a  year.]  Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  deter- 
mined under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  UjS.C. 
3-51-361 )  j  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title. 

******* 

§213.    Tenure  and  salaries  of  judges 

Judges  of  the  Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals  shall  hold 
office  during  good  behavior.  [Each  shall  receive  a  salary  of  $33,000  a 
year.]  Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under 
section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  UjS.C.  351-361),  as 
adjusted  by  section  4-61  of  this  title. 

******* 

§  252.    Tenure  and  salaries  of  judges 

Judge  of  the  Customs  Court  shall  hold  office  during  good  behavior. 
[Each  shall  receive  a  salary  of  $30,000  a  year.]  Each  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  UjS.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461 
of  this  title. 

******* 

§  792.     Commissioners 

(a)  The  Court  of  Claims  may  appoint  fifteen  commissioners  who 
shall  be  subject  to  removal  by  the  court  and  shall  devote  all  of  their 
time  to  the  duties  of  the  office.  The  Court  shall  designate  one  of 
the  commissioners  to  serve  at  the  will  of  the  court,  as  chief  commis- 
sioner. 

(b)  [Each  commissioner  shall  receive  basic  compensation  at  the 
rate  of  $29,000  a  year.]  Each  commissioner  shall  receive  pay  at  an 
annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of 
1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title,  and 
also  all  necessary  traveling  expenses  and  a  per  diem  allowance  as  pro- 
vided in  the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949.  as  amended,  while  traveling 
on  official  business  and  away  from  Washington,  District  of  Columbia. 


Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  68) 


§68.  Compensation   of   referees;   referees'  salary  and   expense 
fund;  retirement  of  referees 

(a)  [Referees  shall  receive  as  full  compensation  for  their  services 
salaries  to  be  fixed  by  the  conference,  in  the  light  of  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  councils,  made  after  advising  with  the  district  judges  of 
their  respective  circuits,  and  of  the  Director,  at  rates  not  more  than 
$36,000  per  annum  for  full-time  referees,  and  not  more  than  $18,000 
per  annum  for  part-time  referees.]  Referees  shall  receive  as  full  com- 
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pensation  for  their  services  salaries  to  be  fixed  by  the  conference,  in  the 
light  of  the  recommendations  of  the  councils,  made  after  advising  with 
the  district  judges  of  their  respective  circuits,  and  of  the  Director,  at 
rates,  in  the  case  of  full-time  referees,  not  more  than  the  rate  deter- 
mined for  such  referees  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of 
1967  {2  UJS.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  under  section  Jfil  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  and  in  the  case  of  part-time  referees,  not  more 
than  one-half  of  such  rate,  as  so  adjusted.  In  fixing  the  amount  of  sal- 
ary to  be  paid  to  a  referee,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  the  average 
number  and  the  types  of,  and  the  average  amount  of  gross  assets  real- 
ized from,  cases  closed  and  pending  in  the  territory  which  the  referee 
is  to  serve,  during  the  last  preceding  period  of  ten  years,  and  to  such 
other  factors  as  may  be  material.  Disbursement  of  such  salaries  shall 
be  made  monthly  by  or  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Director. 
******* 

Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  365) 


Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries 

Sec.  225.  *  *  * 

(f)  Function. — The  Commission  shall  conduct,  in  each  of  the  re- 
spective fiscal  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  and  (3)  of  this 
section,  a  review  of  the  rates  of  pay  of — 

(A)  the  Vice  President  of  the  United  States ,  Senators,  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  of  Representatives,  [and]  the  Resident  Com- 
missioner from  Puerto  Rico[;J,  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate*  and  the 
majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  ; 

(B)  offices  and  positions  in  the  legislative  branch  referred  to  in 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  section  203  of  the  Federal 
Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  415;  Public  Law  88- 

426) ;..".'. 

(C)  justices,  judges,  and  other  personnel  in  the  judicial  branch 
referred  to  in  sections  402(d)  and  403  of  the  Federal  Judicial 
Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat,  434;  Public  Law  88-426)  ;  and 

(D)  offices  and  positions  under  the  Executive  Schedule  in  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

Such  review  by  the  Commission  shall  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining and  providing — 

(i)  the  appropriate  pay  levels  and  relationships  between  and 
among  the  respective  offices  and  positions  covered  by  such  review, 
and 

(ii)  the  appropriate  pay  relationships  between  such  offices  and 
positions  and  the  offices  and  positions  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  classification  and  General  Schedule  pay 
rates. 

34 


DOCUMENT  5 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 

July  28,  1975 


POSTAL  SERVICE  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  OCCUPATIONAL  SAFETY 
AND  HEALTH  ACT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  (Mr. 
Weicker)  does  not  enter  any  objection, 
I  would  like  to  lay  before  the  Senate 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ate will  be  in  order.  The  Senate  will  give 
attention  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  pending 
business  be  laid  aside  temporarily — this 
is  the  third  time — and  that  the  Senate 
turn  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
325,  H.R.  2559,  for  a  period  of  not  to 
exceed  one-half  hour. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  L>  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD.  JR.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, reserving  the  right  to  object,  and 
I  do  not  propose  to  object,  as  I  under- 
stand it  this  proposal  will  be  discussed 
this  evening  but  will  not  be  voted  on  for 
at  least  24  hours. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  correct.  I 
believe  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alabama  (Mr.  Allen)  wanted  to  speak 
for  20  to  30  minutes  on  the  substance  of 
the  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Virginia  is  correct, 
that  this  is  just  a  temporary  move  in 
this  direction. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  that  an  appropri- 
ation bill? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No,  It  is  from  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
and  has  something  to  do  with  raises  for 
Members  of  Congress  and  others  in  the 
Government  based  on  a  formula  which 
I  think  could  perhaps  be  referred  to  as 
indexing,  tied  to  the  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  object,  for 
information  purposes  is  rt  correct  that 
while  there  would  be  up  to  1  hour  spent 
on  the  bill  today 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  One-half  hour. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  There  is  no  time  limit 
on  the  bill  itself  and  we  can  go  bacic  on  it 
again? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  What  would  be  the 
situation? 

ORDEB     FOB     RECOGNITION"     OF     SENATOR     ALLEN 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  First,  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  if  the  Sen- 
ate agrees  with  my  request,  the  distin- 


guished Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Allen)  be  allowed  to  proceed  for  from 
20  to  30  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  It  will  not  be  that  long. 
About  15  minutes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  For  not  to  exceed 
20  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

A  biU  (H.R.  2559),  to  amend  title  39. 
United  States  Code,  to  apply  to  the  United 
States  Postal  Service  certain  provisions  of 
law  providing  for  Federal  agency  safety  pro- 
grams and  responsiblUties,  and  for  other 
purposes,  reported  with  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senate  will  proceed  to  its 
consideration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.R.  2559) 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
with  an  amendment  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the 
folloving: 

TITLE   I— POSTAL   SERVICE 
Sec.  101.  Section  410(tf)  of  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  wordj'and"  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (5); 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6)  and  Inserting  in  lieu  of  the 
period  a  semicolon  and  the  word  "and";  and 

(3)  by  adding  immediately  below  para- 
graph  (6)    the  following  paragraph: 

"(7)  section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Act  of  1970    (29  US  C.  663).". 
TITLE    II— EXECUTIVE    SALARIES 

Sec.  201.  Tliis  may  be  cited  as  the  "Execu- 
tive Salary  Cost-of-Living  Adjustment  Act". 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Subchapter  II  of  chapter  53 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
Executive  Schedule  pay  rates,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section: 
"§  5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay 

"Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or  after 
the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an 
adjustment  takes  effect  under  section  5305 
of  this  title  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 
General  Schedule,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  for 
postion  at  each  level  of  the  Executive  Sched- 
ule shall  be  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded 
to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  mid- 
way between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next 
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higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  per- 
centage of  such  annual  rate  of  pay  which 
corresponds  to  the  overall  average  percent- 
age (as  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  under  such  section  5305)  of 
the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under 
the  General  Schedule.". 

(b)(1)  That  part  of  section  5312  (relating 
to  level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule)  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the 
section  heading  and  immediately  above 
clause  (1)   is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies 
to  the  following  positions  for  which  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chap- 
ter 11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section  5318 
of  this  title:". 

(2)  That  part  of  section  5313  (relating  to 
level  IT  of  the  Executive  Schedule)  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the 
section  heading  and  immediately  above 
clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies 
to  the  following  positions,  for  which  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chap- 
ter 11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section  5318 
of  this  title:". 

(3)  That  part  of  section  5314  (relating  to 
level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule)  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the 
section  heading  and  immediately  above  clause 
(1)   is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  ap- 
plies to  the  following  positions,  for  which 
the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the 
rate  determined  with  respect  to  such  level 
under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by 
section  5318  of  this  title:". 

(4)  That  part  of  section  5315  (relating 
to  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule)  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  Immediately  be- 
low the  section  heading  and  Immediately 
above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  ap- 
plies to  the  following  positions,  for  which 
the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the 
rate  determined  with  respect  to  such  level 
under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by 
section  5318  of  this  title:**. 

(5)  That  part  of  section  5316  (relating 
to  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule)  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code,  Immediately  below  the 
section  heading  and  immediately  above 
clause  (1)   Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies 
to  the  following  positions,  for  which  the  an- 
nual rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  de- 
termined with  respect  to  such  level  under 
chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by  section 
5318  of  this  title:". 

(6)  The  analysis  of  subchapter  II  of  chap- 
ter 53  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  item 
at  the  end  thereof: 

"5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay.". 

(c)  Subsections  (a)  and  (c)  (1)  of  section 
5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  annual  pay  reports,  are  each  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 


sentence:  "The  report  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  under  this  subsection  shall  specify 
the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjustment 
in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Sched- 
ule and  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of 
pay  under  the  other  statutory  pay  systems.". 

Sec.  203.  Section  104  of  title  3,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  the  rate  of  salary 
of  the  Vice  President,  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "$62,500,  to  be  paid  monthly."  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  rate  deter- 
mined for  such  position  under  chapter  11 
of  title  2,  as  adjusted  under  this  section.  Ef- 
fective at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month 
in  which  an  adjustment  takes  effect  under 
section  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay 
under  the  General  Schedule  the  salary  of 
the  Vice  President  shall  be  adjusted  by  an 
amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of 
$100  (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of 
$100,  to  the  nearest  higher  multiple  of  $100), 
equal  to  the  percentage  of  such  per  annum 
rate  which  corresponds  to  the  overall  aver- 
age percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  section 
5305  of  title  5)  of  the  adjustment  In  such 
rates  of  pay.  Such  salary  shall  be  paid  on  a 
monthly  basis.". 

Sec.  204.  (a)  Section  601(a)  of  the  Legis- 
lative Reorganization  Act  of  1946  (2  U.S.C. 
31)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  601.  (a)(1)  The  annual  rate  of  pay 
for— 

"(A)  each  Senator,  Member  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  and  Delegate  to  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Resident 
Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico  (except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  subparagraphs  (B)' 
and  (C)   of  this  paragraph). 

"  (B)  the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Sen- 
ate, the  majority  leader  and  the  minority 
leader  of  the  Senate,  and  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives, and 

"(C)  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, 

shall  be  the  rate  determined  for  such  posi- 
tion under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or  af- 
ter the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an 
adjustment  takes  effect  under  section  5305 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  In  the  rates  of 
pay  under  the  General  Schedule,  each  an- 
nual rate  referred  to  In  paragraph  (1)  shall 
be  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the 
nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway  be- 
tween multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next  higher 
multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  percentage 
of  such  annual  rate  which  corresponds  to  the 
overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in 
the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under 
such  section  5305)  of  the  adjustment  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule.". 

(b)  Subsections  (a)  through  (d)  of  sec- 
tion 203  of  the  Federal  Legislative  Salary  Act 
of  1964  (78  Stat.  415) ,  relating  to  the  annual 
rate  of  pay  of  certain  legislative  officials,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  203.    (a)    The  compensation  of  the 
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Comptroller  General  -of  the  United  States 
shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  Is  equal  to 
the  rate  for  positions  at  level  II  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  of  subchapter  II  of  chapter  53 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

"(b)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to 
the  rate  for  positions  at  level  III  of  such 
Executive  Schedule. 

"(c)  The  compensation  of  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  United  States  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  the  Librarian  of  Congress, 
and  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at 
an  annual  rate  which  Is  equal  to  the  rate 
for  positions  at  level  IV  of  such  Executive 
Schedule. 

"(d)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Li- 
brarian of  Congress  and  the  Assistant  Archi- 
tect of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate 
which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at 
level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule.". 

(c)(1)  Section  303  of  title  44,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  the  compensation  of  the 
Public  Printer  and  DeputyPublic  Printer,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"§  303.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public 
Printer:  pay 

"The  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Public 
Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which  is  equal  to  the 
rate  for  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
of  subchapter  II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  The 
annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Deputy  Public 
Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which  is  equal  to  the 
rate  for  level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule.**. 

(2)  The  Item  relating  to  section  303  in  the 
chapter  analysis  for  chapter  3  of  title  44, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"303.  Public     Printer     and     Deputy     Public 
Printer:  pay.". 

(d)  Section  4(d)  of  the  Federal  Pay  Com- 
parability Act  of  1970  (84  Stat.  1952)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "level  V  and  "sec- 
tion 5316"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "level 
III"  and  "section  5314",  respectively. 

Sec.  205.  (a)(1)  Chapter  21  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  general  pro- 
visions applicable  to  courts  and  Judges,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section: 
"§  461.  Adjustments   in   certain   salaries 

"(a)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first 
applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or 
after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which 
an  adjustment  takes  effect  under  section  5305 
of  title  5  In  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 
General  Schedule  (except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (b)),  each  salary  rate  which  is 
subject  to  adjustment  under  this  section 
shall  be  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to 
the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway 
between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next  higher 
multiple  of  $100)  equal -to  the  percentage  of 
such  salary  rate  which  corresponds  to  the 
overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in 
the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under 
such  section  5305  of  the  adjustments  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  such  Schedule) . 

"(b)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 
the  extent  it  would  reduce  the  salary  of  any 


individual  whose  compensation  may  not, 
under  section  1  of  article  III  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  be  diminished  dur- 
ing such  individual's  continuance  In  of- 
fice.". 

(2)  The  analysis  of  chapter  21  of  such  title 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  Item: 
"461.  Adjustments  in  certain  salaries.". 

(b)  (1)   Section  5  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  Justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 
"§  5.  Salaries  of  Justices 

"The  Chief  Justice  and  each  associate  Jus- 
tice shall  each  receive  a  salary  at  annual 
rates  determined  under  Eectlon  225  of  the 
Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2.  U.S.C.  351- 
361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title.". 

(2)  Section  44(d)  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  circuit  judges, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Each  circuit  Judge  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under 
section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967 
(2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461 
of  this  title.". 

(3)  Section  135  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  district  Judges, 
Is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

•135.  Salaries  of  district  judges 

"Each  Judge  of  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an 
annual  rate  determined  under  section  225 
of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C. 
351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this 
title.". 

(4)  The  second  sentence  of  section  173  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  sal- 
aries of  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Each  shall  re- 
ceive a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined 
under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by 
section  461  of  this  title.". 

(5)  The  second  sentence  of  section  213  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  sal- 
aries of  judges  of  the  Court  of  Customs  and 
Patent  Appeals,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: "Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  an- 
nual rate  determined  under  section  225  of 
the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351- 
361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this 
title.". 

(6)  The  second  sentence  of  section  252  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to 
judges  of  the  Customs  Court,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "Each  shall  receive  a  salary 
at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section 
225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  <2 
U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461 
of  this  title.". 

(7)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  sec- 
tion 792(b)  relating  to  salaries  of  Court  of 
Claims  commissioners)  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  as  precedes  ",  and  also  all 
necessary  traveling  expenses"  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  "Each  commissioner  shall 
receive  pay  at  an  annual  rate  determined 
under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by 
section  461   of   this   ttile". 
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(8)  The  first  sentence  of. section  40a  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  68(a)),  re- 
lating to  compensation  of  referees  in  bank- 
ruptcy, is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  "Ref- 
erees shall  receive  as  full  compensation  for 
their  services  salaries  to  be  fixed  by  the  con- 
ference, in  the  light  of  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  councils,  made  after  advising 
with  the  district  judges  of  their  respective 
circuits,  and  of  the  Director,  at  rates,  in  the 
cas>  of  full-time  referees,  not  more  than  the 
rate  determined  for  such  referee  under  sec- 
tion 225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967 
(2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  under  sec- 
tion 461  of  title  28,  United  States  Code  and 
in  the  case  of  part-time  referees,  not  more 
than  one -half  of  such  rate,  as  so 
adjusted.". 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Section  225(f)  (A)  of  the 
Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  365(A)  ), 
is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "the  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,"  immediately  before 
"Senators"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and!"  immediately 
after    "Representatives,";    and 

(3)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the 
semicolon  a  comma  and  the  following:  "the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
and  the  majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives". 

(b)  Until  such  time  as  a  change  in  the 
rate  of  pay  of  the  offices  referred  to  in  the 
amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  occurs  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351- 
361),  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  such  rates  of  pay  shall  be  the  rates 
of  pay  in  effect  immediately  prior  to  the 
.date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  as  adjusted 
xinder  section  203  and  204  of  this  title. 

'  Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  time  consumed 
in  calling  the  quorum  does  not  come  out 
of  anyone's  time.  It  is  just  allotted  here 
as  a  courtesy  for  one  of  the  Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  proceed- 
ed to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  by  our 
agreement  here  this  evening,  we  will  dis- 
cuss the  proceedings  that  have  been  tak- 
ing place  for  several  months  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
the  companion  group  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  with  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  with 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States. 


With  i  .  burden  of  this  collection  of 
discussions,  that  have  now  run  since  ear- 
ly February  of  this  year,  we  have  united 
on  a  very  simple  legislative  proposal  for 
this  body,  recognizing  that  our  earlier 
legislation  did  not  anticipate  or  at  least 
did  not  foresee  the  impact  of  double- 
digit  inflation  on  the  reforms  that  were 
made  in  earler  years,  both  in  the  com- 
parative law  for  the  civil  service  employ- 
ees and  for  the  Salary  Reform  Act  of 
1967. 

We  have  sought  other  ways  of  trying 
to  readjust  the  inequities  in  the  system. 
We  could  obtain  no  agreement  on  when 
or  to  what  levels  we  should  proceed  on 
salary  readjustments.  But  one  thing  that 
all  segments  in  the  Government  have 
agreed  upon  is  that  a  basic  reform  is  nec- 
essary, that  prior  reform  is  too  short- 
sighted and  should  be  corrected,  and  that 
all  employees  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  should  be  subject  to  what 
has  loosely  come  to  be  called  the  cost-of- 
living  adjustments. 

That  procedure,  sometimes  called  com- 
parability, is  undertaken  by  an  agent 
representing  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  which  takes  a  reading  in  the 
spring  on  what  the  cost-of-living  factors 
should  be;  and  after  their  finding,  they 
submit  it  to  the  President  for  his  con- 
sideration. 

To  illustrate:  This  year,  the  President's 
agent  reported  that  the  cost-of-living 
change  since  a  year  ago  was  about  8.6 
percent.  Under  the  existing  law,  the  next 
step  is  this:  The  President  then  has  to 
decide  whether  to  allow  the  recommen- 
dation of  the  Presidential,  agent  in  this 
instance  or  to  reduce  the  figure.  He  can- 
not increase  it,  but  he  decides  whether 
he  is  to  decrease  the  figure  or  leave  it 
alone. 

We  have  had  no  firm  indication  from 
President  Ford  yet  as  to  what  he  will  do. 
He  earlier  indicated  that  he  is  likely  to 
allow  a  5-percent  figure,  rather  than  the 
8.6  percent  that  the  agent  reported. 

I  use  that  by  way  of  illustration,  Mr. 
President,  for  the  simple  reason  that  all 
the  pending  measure  does  is  to  put  under 
the  same  mechanism,  without  any  ex- 
emptions or  exceptions — in  other  words, 
there  are  no  sleepers  anywhere  in  this — • 
those  persons  at  the  executive  level,  the 
supergrades,  and  the  judiciary  and  the 
legislative  branches  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. The  theory  is  that  the  cost  of 
living  affects  everybody;  and  this  is  for 
the  future,  down  the  road  ahead,  and 
does  not  include  any  retroactive  con- 
sideration of  the  facts< 
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A  very  small  group  is  so  affected,  but 
it  is  a  leadership  .group  in  the  Govern- 
ment, and  not  without  the  problems  at- 
tendant upon  the  current  status  of  the 
economy  of  our  country. 

The  total  cost  for  this  reform,  for  this 
year,  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$34  million  if  the  President's  judgment 
is  a  5 -percent  cost-of-living  factor.  It 
would  be  slightly  higher  than  that  if  he 
allowed  the  full  8.6  percent. 

I  have  in'  my  hand  a  letter  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Vice  President,  who  is  the  Chairman  of 
the  President's  panel  on  government  pay, 
and  thus  presented  to  us  in  his  behalf, 
in  which  the  President  stresses  that  while 
he  believes  that  other  corrections  must 
be  made  when  our  economic  picture  is 
improved  and  when  the  Nation's  priori- 
ties are  better  sorted  out,  he  believes  that 
it  is  indispensable  that  this  one  reform 
correction  be  made  without  delay  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  hold  in  my  hand  a 
joint  letter  signed  by  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders  of  the  Senate,  in  which 
they  beseech  the  Committee  on  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  to  examine  the 
necessary  steps  that  should  be  taken  in 
order  to  update  the  existing  mechanism 
as  a  reform  move,  simply  in  terms  of  ad- 
justing to  the  cost-of-living  readings  for 
the  future — not  retroactively. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator,  forgo  the  word  "beseech" 
for  "request"?  -  » 

Mr.  McGEE.  Request.  I  am  sorry  for 
my  loose  English.  The  rest  of  us  were 
waiting  to  be  beseeched  because  we 
thought  we  had  been  besieged  so  long 
by  the  encroachment  of  the  cost  of  living. 
We  appreciate  whatever  little  crumbs  are 
tossed  to  us  as  we  go  along.  I  am  very 
grateful  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  urge  af- 
firmative action  on  H.R.  2559,  a  bill  re- 
ported by  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  to  correct  mechanisms 
m  the  pay  adjustment  formula  for  all 
Federal  employees. 

This  bill  would  only  provide  that  the 
annual  pay  adjustment  made  for  the  bulk 
of  Federal  employees  in  the  general 
schedule  and  other  statutory  salary  sys- 
tems would  be  applied  at  the  same  time, 
and  at  the  same  percentage  rate  to  the 
salaries  of  those  officials  and  employees 
who  have  received  no  pay  raises  since 
March  of  1969. 

H.R.  2559  as  amended  would  take  one 
step,  small  but  substantive,  toward  the 
solution  of  a  Federal  personnel  problem 
which  has  been  neglected  too  long.  It  is  a 
problem  which  becomes  more  pressing  as, 


month  by  month,  the  Consumer  Price 
Index  mounts  higher.  It  is  a  problem 
which  demands  attention  now.  The  heart 
of  the  matter  is  the  fact  that  these  offi- 
cials have  not  had  a  pay  raise  in  6  long 
years  and  more. 

The  salaries  of  the  Government's  key 
personnel,  including  Cabinet  officers, 
other  Presidential  appointees,  Members 
of  Congress,  the  Federal  judiciary  from 
the  Chief  Justice  down,  and  approxi- 
mately 14,000  other  employees  covered  by 
statutory  pay  systems  are  frozen.  Most  of 
these  salaries  have  been  frozen  since 
March  1969. 

Between  March  1969,  and  May  1975, 
the  Consumer  Price  Index  rose  by  47.5 
percent,  seriously  eroding  the  purchasing 
power  of  the  officials  involved  and  creat- 
ing a  horrendous  pay  logjam  as  the  com- 
pensation of  statutory  employees  rose  to 
the  lowest  sub -Cabinet  level  and  stopped 
there  at  $36,000,  creating  inequities  and 
dissatisfaction,  and  prompting  early 
retirement. 

By  May  1975,  Cabinet-level  officials 
have  lost  since  1969  almost  a  third  of 
the  purchasing  power  of  their  1969 
salaries.  A  level  V  official,  still  compen- 
sated at  the  rate  of  $36,000  a  year,  would 
have  to  earn  about  $53,000  a  year  now, 
just  to  maintain  the  same  standard  of 
living  he  had  in  1969. 

Since  March  1969,  the  salaries  of 
statuory  Federal  employees  not  subject 
to  the  salary  compression  logjam  have 
been  increased  under  the  comparability 
principle,  more  than  40  percent.  During 
that  period,  non-Federal  pay,  constant- 
ly prodded  by  inflation,  has  increased 
by  the  same  percentage  amount. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  is  of  paramount 
importance  because  it  will  inchoate  that 
at  last  Congress  recognizes  and  is  will- 
ing to  deal  with  pay  inequities  which 
have  been  allowed  to  become  more  and 
more  serious  each  year.  H.R.  2559  is  in- 
deed a  modest  proposal.  It  does  not  re- 
imburse the  officials  involved  for  the 
purchasing  power  they  have  lost  since 
1969.  It  makes  no  effort  to  provide  a 
"catch  up"  pay  increase  for  anybody. 
But  it  does  meet  what  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  has  called 
"a  critical  need."  And  it  would  provide 
some  relief  to  the  increasing  numbers  of 
senior  civil  service  employees  in  the  gen- 
eral schedule  held  down  by  the  $36,000 
ceiling  in  effect  now  for  76  months. 

The  bill  provides  a  new  method  for 
the  annual  adjustment  of  pay  rates  for 
leach  level  of  the  executive  schedule. 
Members  of  Congress,  and  judges  and 
officials  of  the  judicial  branch.  The  ad- 
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justment  would  become  effective  when- 
ever a  comparability  increase  is  made  in 
the  statutory  pay  systems,  usually  in 
October  of  eaeh  year.  The  amount  of  the 
adjustment  would  be  equal  to  the  per- 
centage comparability  increase,  rounded 
to  the  nearest  $100  . 

Last  year  the  comparability  increase 
was  S.S^percent.  In  1973,  the  increase  was 
4.8  percent — modest  incremental  adjust- 
ments matching  the  increase  in  pay  of 
comparable  position  outside  of  Govern- 
ment. Yet  if  the  law  had  permitted  these 
increases  to  be  applicable  to  the  top 
Government  officials  involved,  a  1969 
salary  of  $42,500  would  over  the  years 
have  been  increased  to  $63,869  today. 

H.R.  2559  does  nothing  to  interfere 
with  the  mechanism  by  which  the  pay 
percentage  adjustment  is  arrived  at. 
That  mechanism  sets  the  pay  of  some  1.3 
million  statutory  Federal  employees 
whose  annual  payroll  is  $17  billion.  Their 
pay  follows  the  pay  of  similar  positions 
in  private  industry  in  accordance  with 
the  principle  of  equal  pay  for  equal  work. 
Each  spring,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics conducts  comparability  surveys  in 
the  private  sector.  Data  from  these  sur- 
veys are  used  as  the  basis  for  recommen- 
dations to  the  President  for  pay  adjust- 
ments. By  law,  his  proposals  to  the 
Congress  become  effective  in  October 
of  each  year  unless  Congress  intervenes. 
Since  1969  there  have  been  seven  of 
these  adjustments. 

The  law  also  provides  that  the  Presi- 
dent may  send  to  Congress  an  alternative 
pay  plan  if  he  believes  that  a  national 
emergency  or  economic  conditions  war- 
rants a  departure  from  the  general  com- 
parability rule.  Congress  may  or  may  not 
accept  his  alternative  plan.  It  may,  in- 
stead of  accepting  his  plan,  disapprove  it. 
In  that  case,  the  comparability  percent- 
age derived  from  the  BLS  survey  be- 
comes effective. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Presi- 
dent believes  economic  conditions  this 
year  necessitate  a  5-percent  ceiling  on 
Federal  pay.  We  do  not  know  whether  or 
not  he  will  submit  an  alternative  pay 
plan  pegged  at  5  percent;  nor  do  we 
know  whether  or  not  Congress  would 
reject  such  a  plan  and  insist  upon  the 
8.6  percent  which  the  BLS  survey  indi- 
cates. In  any  event,  this  bill  is  totally 
silent  on  the  amount  of  the  increase, 
and  the  applicable  percentage  increase 
under  this  measure  would  be  the  one 
finally  accepted  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  the  record  will  show 
that  this  is  not  my  first  appearance  here 
as  an  advocate  of  measures  to  break  the 
pay-compression    logjam    and    provide 


some  relief  for  all  those  who  have  en- 
dured the  long  pay  freeze  since  1969.  In 
midsummer  of  1973,  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  reported  S.  1989, 
a  bill  to  provide  for  biennial  rather  than 
quadrennial  review  and  adjustment  of 
top-echelon  legislative,  executive,  and 
judicial  pay.  Inflation  was  rampant,  and 
it  was  clear  that  consideration"  of  pay 
every  4  years  was  not  frequent  enough. 
That  bill  was  passed  by  the  Senate  but 
failed  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Again  last  year,  I  strongly  advocated  a 
resolution  reported  by  the  committee 
which  would  have  permitted,  with  one 
exception,  all  pay  Increases  proposed  by 
the  President  upon  the  basis  of  the  rec- 
commendation  made  to  him  by  his 
Quadrennnial  Pay  Commission.  The  ex- 
cetion  was  congressional  pay.  The  com- 
mittee believed  that  the  Congress  might 
be  willing  to  face  up  to  the  pay-com- 
pression problem  if  it  could  escape  the 
onus  of  voting  itself  a  pay  raise,  however 
small.  On  March  6,  1974,  however,  the 
Senate  amended  the  resolution  to  dis- 
approve all  of  the  President's  recom- 
mendations and  thus  rejected  the  entire 
proposal. 

Those  congressional  rejections  are  re- 
grettable, in  my  opinion.  Had  either  the 
1973  or  1974  measures  been  enacted,  it 
would  not  now  be  neecessary  for  us  again 
to  seek  solutions  to  a  problem  that  just 
will  not  go  away. 

It  is  my  hope  and  belief  that,  this 
year,  the  advocates  of  affirmative  action 
on  pay  will  be  successful.  We  have  strong 
allies.  Senators  Mansfield  and  Scott 
have  written  to  me  as  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  chairmen  urging 
an  early  effort  to  lift  the  6-year  ban  on 
pay  increases.  Their  letter,  advocating 
legislation  almost  identical  to  H.R.  2559, 
reads  in  part: 

The  type  of  authorization  [advocated! 
would  at  least  serve  to  keep  pace  with  the  in- 
flationary spiral  from  now  on.  It  is  not  our 
intention  to  recommend  nor  do  we  advocate 
any  initial  lump  sum  adjustment  to  "catch 
up"  on  the  more  than  40  percent  which  has 
already  been  denied.  But,  henceforth,  the 
adjustment  will  at  least  afford  this  group 
equal  treatment  with  all  other  employees  of 
the  Government. 

Mr..  President,- 1  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  full  text  of  the  letter  from 
Senators  Mansfield  and  Scott  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
marks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  as  rank- 
ing Republican  member  of  the  commit- 
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tee,  Senator  Fc^ng  joined  me  in  discussing 
this  issue  with  President  Ford  and  Vice 
President  Rockefeller,  who  is  Chairman 
of  the  President's  Panel  on  Federal 
Compensation,  a  special  pay  study  group 
appointed  to  review  all  aspects  of  Gov- 
ernment pay.  The  President  and  Vice 
President  endorse  legislation  to  halt 
the  erosive  effect  of  inflation  upon  top- 
echelon  Federal  compensation,  and  the 
President  believes  that  further  ac- 
tion to  bring  equity  in  this  area  should 
await  the  findings  of  the  Panel  headed 
by  the  Vice  President.  Title  H  of  H.R. 
2559  provides  the  pay  relief  recom- 
mended by  the  President. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  letter  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  bearing  directly  on 
this  matter  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  2.) 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  perhaps  a 
review  of  the  pay-setting  procedures  for 
top  echelon  officials  of  the  three  branches 
would  be  in  order  here.  Salary  adjust- 
ments for  these  officials  are  provided  for 
under  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967, 
which  authorizes  a  Commission  on  Ex- 
ecutive, Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salar- 
ies. The  Commission  which  is  appointed 
every  4  years,  studies  and  reviews  the 
compensation  of  the  officials  affected  and 
reports  its  recommendations  to  the 
President  no  later  than  January  1  of  the 
year  following  the  fiscal  year  in  which 
the  Commission  is  appointed  to  make  its 
quadrennial  review. 

The  President,  using  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Commission,  proposes  pay 
adjustments  to  the  Congr'ess  in  his 
budget  message.  His  proposal  on  pay  be- 
comes effective  30  days  after  it  is  deliv- 
ered unless  Congress  enacts  a  conflicting 
law  or  specifically  disapproves  all  or  part 
of  his  proposal. 

The  last  pay  adjustment  provided  for 
under  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  took 
effect  in  March  1969.  The  most  recent 
Commission  was  appointed  by  then  Pres- 
ident Nixon  in  December  1972,  too  late 
for  it  to  conclude  a  review  and  make  a 
report  by  January  1,  1973.  Thus,  that  re- 
port was  delayed  a  year,  being  submitted 
to  Congress  on  February  4,  1974.  The 
Committee  considered  the  President's 
proposal  and  reported  the  resolution 
which  I  described  earlier.  The  resolution, 
endorsing  the  raises  for  all  officials  ex- 
cept Congress,  was  defeated  in  the  Sen- 
ate on  March  6,  1974. 

H.R.  2559  does  nothing  to  interfere 
with  this  present  pay-setting  mechanism. 


The  quadrennial  Commission  will  be  ap- 
pointed in  fiscal  year  1977  and  will  make 
its  recommendations  to  the  President  in 
December  of  that  year.  Some  Members  oi 
the  Senate  believe  that  H.R.  2559  does  not 
go  far  enough.  Some  want  a  "catchup" 
pay  raise.  Others  do  not  believe  the  yearly 
percentage  increase  provided  will  prove 
to  be  sufficiently  high  when  considered 
in  the  light  of  the  6-year  freeze.  These 
Members  I  would  urge  to  wait  until  1977, 
when  the  quadrennial  Commission  will 
report,  for  a  more  substantial  increase. 
H.R.  2559,  as  I  have  stated,  now  enjoys 
broad  bipartisan  support  in  both  Houses, 
and  the  pay  section  of  the  bill  is  endorsed 
by  the  White  House.  It  is  my  belief  that 
attempts  to  liberalize  the  bill  by  amend- 
ment would  imperil  its  chances  of  enact- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  a  concluding  word 
about  the  critical  situation  which  this 
bill  would  ameliorate.  The  four  top 
grades  of  the  general  schedule  suffer 
from  the  $36,000  ceiling.  The  pay  rates 
for  GS-18  and  the  top  step  of  GS-17 
reached  the  ceiling  in  January  1971. 
With  each  annual  comparability  in- 
crease, the-  ceiling  has  progressively 
penetrated  into  the  lower  grades.  Last 
October,  the  salaries  of  14,700  employees 
were  limited  by  the  ceiling.  A  GS-18,  now 
limited  to  $36,000,  would  now  be  making 
$46,336  if  he  had  been  allowed  the  .com- 
parability step  increases  which  the  law 
says  are  due  him  under  the  "equal  pay 
for  equal  work"  policy  principle.  The 
ceiling  has  now  reached  into  grade  GS-15 
and  the  penetration  into  GS-14  will  con- 
tinue and  may  accelerate. 

The  risk  of  losing  some  of  our  most 
ahle  career  executives  increases  each 
year.  More  than  1,000  supergrades  are 
eligible  to  retire.  Approximately  300  of 
them  become  eligible  in  1975.  By  remain- 
ing in  Government,  these  executives  are 
foregoing  cost-of-living  annuity  in- 
creases they  would  have  received  if  they 
had  elected  to  retire.  Annuities  were 
raised  almost  12  percent  in  1974.  In  the 
absence  of  pay  relief,  career  officials  are 
electing  to  retire  on  annuities  adjusted 
upward  as  the  cost  of  living  goes  up  and 
by  accepting  more  remunerative  posi- 
tions outside  Government. 

Robert  E.  Hampton,  Chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission,  has  written  an 
extremely  perceptive  article,  which  ap- 
pears in  the  Federal  Times  of  July  3Q, 
1975,  describing  the  effect  on  Govern- 
ment of  the  early  retirements  prompted 
by  the  $36,000  ceiling.  He  characterizes 
this  effect  as  "a  danger  to  the  continuity 
of  effective  management  of  Government 
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operations."  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  his  article  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  3.) 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  a  comparison  of  ex- 
ecutive compensation  in  the  largest  pri- 
vate enterprise  firms  and  the  Federal 
Government  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  4.) 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
told  that  recruitment  and  retention  at 
the  sub-Cabinet  level  is  becoming  in- 
creasingly difficult  because  the  compen- 
sation offered  by  the  executive  schedule 
compares  so  unfavorably  with  pay  out- 
side Government.  These  are  the  officials 
who  effectuate  Federal  policy  as  estab- 
listed  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  Presi- 
dent. The  country  needs  top  level  men 
and  women  in  these  positions,  and  we 
must  pay  them  adequately. 

The  pay  of  Federal  judges — men  and 
women  who  stand  as  the  central  figure 
in  the  administration  of  justice  in  this 
country — is  encouraging  more  resigna- 
tions now  than  at  any  time  in  our  his- 
tory. In  the  judicial  branch,  top  classi- 
fied employees  as  well  as  judges  are 
frozen  in.  their  present  salaries.  Referees 
in  bankruptcy,  U.S.  magistrates,  clerks 
of  court,  and  probation  officers  who  are 
at  the  top  of  their  grades  can  no  longer 
receive  increases  in  salary  as  long  as 
the  district  judge's  salary  remains  static. 
New  law  school  graduates  this  year  are 
being  employed  at  a  starting  salary  of 
$20,000  by  law  firms  in  big  cities,  while 
a  district  judge's  salary  is  pegged  at 
$40,000. 

Since  1969,  the  salaries  of  State  chief 
judges  have  increased  44.2  percent.  Until 
recently,  Federal  judicial  salaries  have 
been  higher  than  top  salaries  in  almost 
all  State  systems,  but  that  pattern  is 
changing.  In  1969,  only  one  State,  New 
York,  paid  its  judges  more  than  a  U.S. 
district  judge.  Now  20  States  pay  their 
judges  at  rates  equal  to  or  more  than 
Federal  district  court  judges  are  paid. 

Enactment  of  H.R.  2559  would  mark 
a  vital  first  step  in  correcting  these  in- 
equities. 

Mr.  President,  the  pay  provisions  I 
have  described  appear  as  title  n  of  H.R. 
2559.  Title  I  of  that  measure  brings  the 
Postal  Service  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act, 
so  that  the  Postmaster  General  would  be 
required  by  law  to  maintain  an  effective 


and  comprehensive  safety  and  health 
program  for  the  Postal  Service.  The 
Postal  Service  now  complies  with  that 
act  under  its  agreement  with'  the  na- 
tional postal  unions.  The  committee  be- 
lieves the  safety  program  of  the  Postal 
Service  would  be  improved  if  compliance 
were  required  as  a  matter  of  law.  I  urge 
favorable  consideration  of  H.R.  2559. 

I  yield  the  floor,  Mr.  President. 

In  a  moment,  some  questions  will  be 
raised,  but  I  think  Senator  Fong,  the 
ranking  minority  member,  should  take 
some  time  now,  and  then  we  will  answer 

questions. 

Exhibit  1' 

U.S.  Senate, 

Office  of  the  Majority  Leader, 

Washington,  B.C.,  June  11,  1975. 
Hon.  Gale  W.  McGee, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  U.  S.  Senate,  Washington, 
DC. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  The  almost  daily  re- 
minders of  the  inflation  brings  to  our  atten- 
tion, once  again,  the  group  of  officials  in  the 
Federal  Government  who  have  had  their 
salaries  frozen,  effective  March  1,  1969,  for 
a  period  of  more  than  six  years.  In  very  simple 
terms,  this  means  that  the  pay  of  these 
positions  has  been  cut  42.98%  in  terms  of 
purchasing  power  since  that  is  the  amount 
of  pay  increases  that  have  been  authorized 
for  Government  employees  since  March  1, 
1969.  This  is  an  average  reduction  of  more 
than  7%  each  year. 

The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  in  his  report  to  Congress,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1975,  relative  to  the  subject  of  the 
critical  need  for  a  better  system  for  adjust- 
ing salaries  of  higher  Federal  officials,  in- 
cluding judges  and  Members  of  Congress, 
stated  that  anyone  at  a  salary  of  $36,000  on 
March  1,  1969  had  a  purchasing  power  in 
December,  1974  of  $27,600  and  without  relief, 
this  would  drop  to  $24,200  by  Janvary  1977. 

Just  recently,  a  local  newspaper  reported 
that  the  possibility  of  another  automatic  pay 
adjustment  as  high  as  10%  for  Government 
employees  on  October  1,  1975  is  very  likely. 
If  this  occurs,  it  would  then  mean  a  total 
of  at  least  53%  rise  in  salary  increases  cover- 
ing eight  separate  adjustments  In  a  period 
of  six  and  one-half  years.  It  would  average 
out  to  an  increase  of  at  least  8%  per  year. 
This  would  create  an  even  greater  loss  to  the 
small  segment  of  officials  of  the  Federal  serv- 
ice who  are  excluded  from  the  pay  adjust- 
ments.     * 

It  is  also  generally  recognized  that  many 
officials  and  employees  In  positions  of  high 
responsibility  are  prematurely  retiring  be- 
cause of  the  limitation  on  the  salary  of  their 
positions.  We  cannot  overlook  the  fact  that 
a  principal  reason  for  early  departure  from 
Government  service,  in  all  probability,  is  the 
salary  freeze. 

Along  with  judges,  higher  executives  of 
agencies,  some  Members  of  the  Congress 
have  also  expressed  themselves  on  this  sub- 
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Ject.  Those  with  young  families  and  little 
or  no  Income  other  than  their  salary  are 
experiencing  the  same  financial  pinch.  The 
obligations  of  a  Member  of  Congress  are 
In  many  respects,  more  demanding  than 
anyone  else  in  Government  service.  As  for 
others,  the  President  of  the  United  States 
on  his  1975  budget  message  containing  rec- 
ommendations for  executive,  legislative  and 
Judicial  salary  adjustments  stated  that  a 
very  serious  and  adverse  effect  has  occurred 
in  the  areas  of  recruiting,  retention,  and 
incentive  for  advancement  throughout  the 
Federal  service.  - 

Therefore,  it  is  our  Joint  recommendation 
that  this  matter  be  dealt  with  in  a  straight- 
forward fashion  and  that  legislation  be  pre- 
sented to  the  Congress  that  would  extend 
the  same  cost  of  living  percentage  increase 
for  the  positions  listed  on  the  attached 
schedule  as  is  provided  for  employees  of 
the    Government    generally. 

In  our  judgment,  the  legislation  should 
be  handled  with  dispatch  so  that  the  au- 
thorization for  the  heretofore  excluded  po- 
sitions will  be  'included  in  the  next  cost 
of  living  increase  which  is  scheduled  to 
go  into  efTect  October  1,  1975. 

This  type  of  authorization  would  at  least 
serve  to"  keep  pace  with  the  inflationary 
spiral  from  now  on.  It  is  not  our  intention 
to  recommend  nor  do  we  advocate  any 
initial  lump  sum  adjustment  to  "catch  up" 
on  the  more  than  40  9c  which  has  already 
been  denied.  But,  henceforth,  the  adjust- 
ment will  at  least  afford  this  group  equal 
treatment  with  all  other  employees  of  the 
Government. 

We  attach  herewith  proposed  legislation 
to  -  accomplish  this  recommendation  and 
suggest  that  you  and  Senator  Fong,  the 
ranking  Minority  Member  of  your  Com- 
mittee, meet  and  discuss  with  Senator 
Ernest  Hollings,  Chairman,  and  Senator 
Richard  Schweiker,  ranking  Minority  Mem- 
ber of  the  Subcommittee  on  Legislative  Ap- 
propriations of  the  Committee  on  Appro- 
priations, the  most  expeditious  and  best 
possible  legislative  vehicle  for  early  enact- 
ment. 

For  your  information,  we  are  also  address- 
ing a  letter  to  Senator  Hollifigs  with  the 
same  suggestion  for  a  meeting  and  discus- 
sion of  our  recommendation  with  you  and 
Senator  Fong. 

With  best  wishes,  we  are 
Sincerely  yours, 

Hugh  Scott,  Republican  Leader. 
Mike  Maxskeld,  Majority  Leader. 

Enclosure. 

The  Impact  of  the  S36.000  Salary  Limitation 
The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  been 
gathering  data  from  agencies  on  the  effect 
the  $36,000  limitation  on  pay  is  having  on 
the  executive  branch's  efforts  to  recruit  and 
retain  a  high-quality  managerial  and  pro- 
fessional workforce. 

The  data  reveals  that  almost  all  agencies 
are  faced  with  similar  problems.  Hundreds  of 
the  Federal  Government's  most  valuable  of- 
ficials are  quitting  their  Jobs  or  retiring 
early   because  of   the   $36,000  salary  limita- 


tion. The  result  is  that  many  key  positions 
are  being  left  vacant  and  important  services 
performed  by  the  Government  are  beginning 
to  suffer.  The  growing  size  of  the  problem 
is  shown  by  these  official  figures:  The  rate 
of  resignations  among  professional  employees 
has  doubled  since  1970.  Retirements  increased 
by  50  percent  in  the  single  year  from  1973 
to  1974.  Early  retirements  of  executives  are 
plaguing  many  "Government  agencies.  The 
Internal  Revenue  Service  reports,  for  ex- 
ample, the  average  age  of  its  retirees  has 
gone  from  62.4  years  in  1969  to  56  years  cur- 
rently. 

Many  critical  and  important  jobs  are  going 
unfilled  for  months.  For  example:  The  posi- 
tion of  chief  actuary  of  the  entire  Social  Se- 
curity system  has  been  vacant  for  15  months. 
The  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Institute  on  Aging  at m the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  has  been  vacant  since 
it  was  established  in  May  1974.  The  positions 
of  Program  Director  for  Chemotherapy  and 
Program  Director  for  Cancer  Centers  In  the 
National  Cancer  Institute  have  been  vacant 
for  months.  Only  three  out  of  15  vacant  po- 
sitions (due  to  early  retirement)  of  admin- 
istrative law  Judges  have  been  filled  at  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board.  The  list 
goes  on  and  on.  In  all  cases  It  Is  clear  that 
the  $36,000  salary  limitation  Is  a  major  reason 
why  positions  requiring  outstanding  qualifi- 
cations and  capabilities,  in  addition  to  the 
assumption  of  awsome  responsibilities,  are 
so  difficult  to  fill. 

Another  aspect  of  the  problem  involved 
the  refusal  of  key  employees  to  move  into 
positions  of  greater  responsibility.  Aside  from 
the  assuming  of  greater  responsibilities  at 
no  increase  in  salary,  it  also  generally  in- 
volved moving  to  a  different  part  of  the  coun- 
try, uprooting  of  family  and  in  addition 
bearing  the  expense  that  moves  generally 
entail.  Even  the  most  dedicated  employees 
must  consider  this  very  carefully.  For  ex- 
ample: The  Project  Manager  for  the  Apollo 
Soyuz  Test  Project  refused  the  Directorship 
of  the  Kennedy  Space  Center,  indicating  that 
he  could  not  afford  to  absorb  the  cost  of 
moving  his  family  to  Florida.  At  the  National 
Weather  Service,  a  GS-16  employee  declined 
a  promotion  to  the  GS-17  position  of  Associ- 
ate Director  for  Systems  Development.  At  the 
Department  of  Transportation  a  GS-17  Re- 
gional Director  refused  reassignment  to  ;he 
position  of  Associate  Administrator  for  Air- 
ports since  it  would  involve  moving  to  Wash- 
ington, bearing  the  cost  of  the  move  and  the 
disadvantage  of  living  in  a  high-cost  area 
without  any  additional  compensation.  Once 
again,  the  examples  cited  are  just  a  very 
small  fraction  of  an  ever-growing  list. 

Perhaps  the  greatest  impact  of  the  $36,000 
limitation  is  felt  when  attempting  to  attract 
outstanding  candidates  from  the  private  sec- 
tor to  fill  top  level  vacancies.  This  is  espe- 
cially true  in  the  legal,  medical  and  scien- 
tific areas.  Applicants  who  are  curious  en- 
ough to  apply,  or  who  are  solicited  because 
they  are  currently  in  similar  positions  in  the 
private  sector,  are  quickly  turned  off  by  the 
$36,000  salary  or  with  the  prospect  that  it 
represents  the  end  of  the  road  as  far  as  salary 
is  concerned.  In  most  cases,  these  people  are 
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already  making  far  more  money  in  their  cur- 
rent Jobs. 

The  general  higher  level  of  compensation 
in  the  private  sector  for  positions  similar 
in  nature  and  scope  of  the  executive  levels 
in  government  not  only  serves  as  a  barrier 
for  halting  the  flow  of  executive  level  types 
from  industry  into  the  government,  but  at 
the  same  time  serves  as  a  gateway  for  gov- 
ernment executives  to  leave  government 
employment  for  the  greener  pastures  of  pri- 
vate enterprise.  At  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment, the  Chief  Economist  of  the  Bureau 
of  Economic  Analysis,  GS-16,  resigned  to 
take  a  higher-paying-  position  in  private 
enterprise.  At  the  National  Cancer  Institute 
the  Clinical  Director  resigned  to  accept  a 
higher-paying  position  at  a  University.  At 
the  Justice  Department,  a  Supervisory  Trial 
Attorney  at  the  GS-16  level  resigned  to  ac- 
cept a  position  in  private  industry  at  a  sub- 
stantially increased  salary.  At  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  the  GS-17  Director  of 
Automated  Data  Systems  resigned  to  take  a 
$70,000   position   in  private   industry. 

At  the  same^  time,  at  HEW,  a  candidate 
rejected  the  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Child  Development  because  she  was 
currently  making  $50,000  in  private  indus- 
try. At  the  Department  of  Interior,  a  candi- 
date declined  the  position  of  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Energy  and  Minerals 
to  accept  a  position  with  a  consulting  firm 
paying  over  $50,000.  At  the  Commerce  De- 
partment, a  candidate  declined  appointment 
to  a  GS-16  Associate  General  Counsel  posi- 
tion to  accept  a  position  paying  $50,000.  At 
the  Small  Business  Administration,  a  can- 
didate declined  the  position  of  Associate  Ad- 
ministrator for  Finance  and  Investment  be- 
cause it  would  involve  a  loss  of  $14,000  of 
his  current  salary  in  the  private  sector. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  itself  has 
been  hit  by  premature  retirements  among 
Its  top  staff.  Many  of  these  key  persons  re- 
tired within  months  after  becoming  eligible 
for  retirement.  For  example:  An  Executive 
Director  at  age  55,  A  Deputy  Executive  Di- 
rector at  age  57,  a  General  Counsel,  age  55, 
An.  Assistant  Executive  Director,  age  55, 
A  Regional  Director,  55,  Two  Bureau  Direc- 
tors, 55  and  56,  and  two  Deputy  Bureau  Di- 
rectors at  55.  These  executives  had  valu- 
able experience  and  skills  and  the  ability 
to  render  additional  valuable  service  for 
perhaps  five  or  ten  more  years.  Many  of 
them,  in-  fact,  are  still  wcrking  full-time 
outside  of  the  Federal  service. 

It  is  apparent  that  if  the  situation  re- 
mains static,  that  is,  if  the  $36,000  limita- 
tion remains  and  at  the  same  time  the  level 
of  compensation  in  the  private  sector  remain 
free  to  adjust  in  an  open  market,  we  are 
sure  to  see  the  problems  of  attracting  and 
retaining  quality  executives  become  even 
more  pronounced. 

Exhibit  2 

The"  White  House, 
Washington,  July  26,  1975. 
Hon.  Nelson  A.  Rockefeller, 
president  of  the  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  As  you  are  aware  from 
discussions  we  have  had  over  the  past  few 


months,  a  serious  problem  has  been  develop- 
ing in  the  recruitment  and  retention  of 
senior-level  executives  and  judges  in  the 
Federal  Government. 

This  problem  has  now  reached  the  critical 
stage.  Essentially,  it  stems  from  the  fact  that 
there  has  been  no  pay  raise  for  executive  level 
managers  or  judges  for  six  years.  As  a  result: 

Notwithstanding  the  clear  intent  of  bur 
Federal  pay  system  that  the  varying  levels 
of  responsibility  should  be  reflected  in  sal- 
aries, we  now  have  a  situation  where  some 
15,000  employees  in  top  grades  (Executive 
Level  V,  GS-18,  GS-17,  GS-16  and  even  GS- 
15)  all  receive  the  same  pay.  The  reason  is 
that,  as  employees  have  received  pay  in- 
creases over  the  past  six  years,  more  and 
more  of  them  come  up  against  the  six-year- 
old  statutory  pay  ceiling  of  Executive  Level 
V. 

More  than  20  percent  of  the  Government's 
top  officials  are  either  quitting  their  jobs  or 
retiring  early.  From  1969  to  the  present,  the 
rate  of  executive  resignations  and  retire- 
ments has  more  than  doubled.  In  fact,  em- 
ployees whose  salaries  are  frozen  are  retiring 
early  at  three  times  the  rate  of  all  Govern- 
ment employees,  mostly  in  the  55-59 
age  range,  depriving  the  Government  of  five 
or  ten  years  of  additional  service  by  these  ex- 
perienced workers. 

Several  dozen  of  the  Government's  top 
posts  are  unfilled  at  this  time  simply 
because  many  of  the  executives  we  want  to 
bring  into  Federal  Service  cannot,  in  fair- 
ness to  their  families,  accept  the  huge  cut  in 
compensation  that  would  be  involved. 

Key  Government  officials  are  turning  down 
offers  to  move  into  Federal  positions  of 
greater  responsibility  in  new  localities.  They 
cannot  afford  to  uproot  their  families  and 
bear  the  expense  of  moving  at  no  increase  in 
salary.  There  are  hundreds  of  instances  of 
this  problem. 

Since  March,  1969,  when  pay  for  upper 
echelon  Federal  employees  was  last  adjusted, 
the  salaries  of  those  not  subject  to  the  freeze 
have  risen  50  percent.  During  this  same  pe- 
riod, a  rise  in  the  post  of  living  of  47;5  per- 
cent has  reduced  the  purchasing  power  ol 
those  with  frozen  salaries  by  nearly  one- 
third.  - 

The  same  problem  applies  to  the  judicial 
and  legislative  branches.  The  Chief  Justice 
advises  me  that  as  a  result  of  such  frozen 
compensation  schedules,  a  number  of  Federal 
Judges  have  left  the  bench  to  return  to  pri- 
vate law  practice  and  many  others  are  plan- 
ning to  do  so. 

While  the  salaries  fixed  In  1969  quite  un- 
derstandably seem  more  than  adequate  to 
many,  we  must  face  the  fact  that  such  sal- 
aries are  today  far  out  of  line  with  compar- 
able salaries  in  the  private  sector — and  in- 
deed in  a  growing  number'of  State  and  local 
governments — for  skilled,  experienced  ad- 
ministrators, senior  professionals  and  judges. 
Actually,  executive  pay  in  the  private  sector 
,and  earnings  of  private  attorneys  have  both 
increased  by  abcut  44  percent  since  1969. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  con- 
ducted an  extensive  survey  and  I  am  enclos- 
ing a  summary  of  its  report  which  contains 
specifics  on  this  problem.  I  urge  you  to  read 
it. 
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As  you  know,  the  Senate  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  reported  out  H.R.  2559  to 
extend  to  employees  of  the  Executive,  Judi- 
cial and  Legislative  branches  whose  pay  has 
been  frozen  so  long,  increases  commensurate 
with  those  granted  to  other  employees  whose 
snlaries  are  not  frozen. 

This  statutory  change  will  not  result  in 
any  "catch-up"  for  the  last  six  years  and 
will  not  solve  all  of  the  inequities  we  now 
have.  But  I  feel  we  must  move  at  once  In 
this  direction.  I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital 
first  step.  Further  action  to  solve  the  prob- 
lem will  be  addressed  by  the  Panel  on  Fed- 
eral Compensation  which  I  established  re- 
cently and  by  the  next  Quadrennial  Com- 
mission on' Executive,  Legislative  and  Judi- 
cial salaries. 

The  added  cost  of  the  compensation  ad- 
justments of  H.R.  2559  will  come  to  a  frac- 
tion of  one  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll. 
In  my  judgment,  this  action  is  essential  if 
we  are  to  recruit  and  retain  qualified  and 
competent  senior-level  people  to  conduct  our 
Government's  business.  I,  therefore,  urge  the 
Congress  to  enact  this  bill  promptly. 
Sincerely, 

Gerald  R.  Ford. 

Exhibit  3 

[From  the  Federal  Times,  July  30,  1975] 

The  Ceiling  on  Salaries  Is  Hl-rting  Nation 

(By  Robert  E.  Hampton) 

The  freeze  on  executive  salaries  is  becom- 
ing an  absurdity — and  a  danger  to  the  con- 
tinuity of  effective  management  of  govern- 
ment operations. 

Competent  career  managers,  at  the  peak 
of  their  performance,  are  finding  it  finan- 
cially more  rewarding  to  retire  than  to  con- 
tinue working.  And  each  time  one  leaves, 
government  and  the  people  are  losing  inval- 
uable leadership  and  management  know-how 
which  simply  cannot  be  spared. 

To  be  very  personal  about  it,  my  agency, 
the  Civil  Service  Commission,  can't  stand 
much  more  of  the  brain  drain  that  has  been 
occurring  in  recent  months. 

We  pride  ourselves  on  thinking  and  plan- 
ning ahead,  and  on  developing  the  managers 
we  will  need  In  the  future.  But  enough  is 
enough!  Since  last  December,  we  have  lost 
or  are  in  the  process  of  losing: 

An  extremely  able  executive  director,  at 
the  age  of  55. 

A  distinguished  deputy  executive  director, 
at  the  age  of  57. 

A  general  counsel  who  has  excelled  in 
numerous  areas  of  personnel  law,  Individual 
rights,  freedom  of  information,  and  privacy, 
at  the  age  of  55. 

An  assistant  executive  director  who  has 
done  more  for  equal  employment  opportunity 
than  anyone  I  know,  at  age  55. 

A  top-notch  regional  director  In  Phila- 
delphia, at  the  age  of  55. 

Each  of  these  executives  has  the  know-how, 
the  skill,  the  experience,  and  the  intellect 
that  we  need,  very  badly,  for  another  five 
to  ten  years. 

Yet  we  lost  them,  and  as  I  will  point  out 


later,  our  experience  in  this  one  small  agency 
is  typical  of  the  tragedy  that  is  occurring 
throughout  the  federal  government. 

What  Is  the  problem  that  Is  leading  to 
this  exodus  of  talent?  If  is  a  two-bla'ded  saw 
that  is  ripping  both  ways.  One  blade  is  an 
executive  pay  law  that  has  failed  to  meet 
expectations.  The  other  blade  is  inflation 
itself.  And  while  the  executive  pay  law  has 
proved  to  be  a  failure  another  law  designed 
to  protect  federal  pensioners  against  the 
ravages  of  inflation  is  working  exactly  as  it 
was  intended.  The  irony  is  that  while  the 
well-intended,  completely  Justifiable  and 
proper  law  for  keeping  annuities  abreast  of 
inflation  is  working  well  for  pensioners,  it 
is  serving  as  an  unintended  and  completely 
\mdesirable  magnet  to  draw  frozen-salaried 
executives  away  from  active  service  at  the' 
prime  of  their  working  lives. 

Government's  highest  level  executives,  in 
what  we  call  the  Executive  Schedule,  rang- 
ing from  Level  I  (members  of  the  Cabinet) 
through  Level  V  (our  executive  director) 
have  not  had  a  pay  adjustment  since  early 
1969,  even  though  executive  pay  adjust- 
ments are  supposed  to  be  made  every  four 
years.  During  that  time,  salaries  for  top 
executives  in,  the  private  sector  have'  in- 
creased by  44  percent." 

The  salary  at  Executive  Level  V,  now  $36,- 
000,  establishes  a  ceiling  for  career  execu- 
tives because  there  is  a  statute  which  says 
that  a  civil  servant's  pay  may  not  exceed 
the  pay  of  a  Level  V  executive. 

Under  the  law  that  provides  annual  pay 
adjustments  for  general  schedule  workers 
and  others  who  are  linked  to  the  general 
schedule,  all  GS-18's  and  a  few  GS-lTs 
bumped  their  heads  against  the  salary  ceil- 
ing in  January  1971. 

As  pay  adjustments  have  been*  made  an- 
nually for  civil  servants,  more  and  more  GS 
employees  have  hit  the  ceiling.  At  present, 
there  are  15,000  members  of  the  "Asterisk 
Club,"  so  named  because  the  rates  of  pay 
they  should  be  receiving  under  comparabil- 
ity with  private  industry  are  indicated  by 
asterisks  on  pay  tables,  with  a  footnote  in- 
dicating their  actual  earnings  are  limited  to 
$36,000. 

While  the  freeze  already  affects  many  GS- 
15's  in  the  upper  three  steps  of  the  grade, 
the  asterisk  Is  expected  to  cover  still  more 
GS-15's  and  even  'some  GS-14's  when  the 
October  1975  pay  adjustment  is  made.  This 
will  increase  the  membership  in  the  Aster- 
isk Club  to  something  in  excess  of  20,000 
persons.  s 

Frozen  salaries  for  this  critical  group  of 
people  Impact  on  the  individual  in  two 
ways — erosion  of  purchasing  power  and  re- 
duction of  computed  annuity. 

In  a  study  sent  to  Congress  on  Febru- 
ary 25,  the  Comptroller  General  reported 
that  the  1969  salary  of  $60,000  for  a  cabinet 
member  had  been  eroded  by  inflation  to  a 
purchasing  power  of  $41,700  as  of  last  De- 
cember, and  that  it  will  have  been  reduced 
to  $36,570  by  January  1977.  At  Level  V.  the 
$36,000  salary  established  in  1969  had 
dwindled  in  purchasing  power  to  $25,020  in 
December  of  1974  and  was  headed  for  $21,942 
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by  1977.  The  GS-18-'s  salary  of  $36,000,  estab- 
lished In  January  1971,  nearly  two  years 
after  Level  V,  had  decreased  in  purchasing 
power  to  $27,600  in  1974  and  will  decrease 
to  about  $24,200  by  January  1977. 

And  here  is  how  a  salary  freeze  affects  the 
individual's  retirement:  Civil  service  pen- 
sions are  computed  under  a  complex  -for- 
mula that  keys  primarily  on  highest  annual 
salary  averaged  over  three  consecutive  years, 
and  on  length  of  service.  The  employee  whose 
salary  Is  frozen  does  not  receive  any  pay 
raises,  any  "step  increases,"  or  any  monetary 
benefit  from  promotions,  for  the  salary  is  the 
same  from  the  top  of  grade  15  through 
Level  V. 

Thus,  with  no  dollar  increases  to  Improve 
his  or  her  earnings,  the  only  advantage  In 
remaining  on  active  duty  Is  that  the  pen- 
sion Is  increased  two  percent  for  each  year 
the  employee  continues  to  serve.  In  other 
words,  only  one  of  the  computation  cylinders 
is  working. 

Having  established  the  adverse  impact  of 
frozen  salaries  upon  purchasing  power  and 
pension  computations,  now  let  us  turn  to 
that  feature  of  'the  retirement  law  which 
permits  increases  in  pensions  every  time  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  increases  by  three  or 
more  percent. 

Since  June  of  1971,  this  law  has  provided 
pension  increases  of  4.5  percent,  4.8,  6.1,  5.5, 
6.4,  7.3,  and  to  become  effective  August  1, 
another   5.1   percent  increase  in  pensions. 

With  pension  increases  of  10  percent  or 
more  per  year,  coupled  with  salaries  which 
have  been  frozen  for  as  long  as  six  and  a 
half  years,  we  now  have  five  §  Executive 
Branch  annuitants  who  retired  in  1971  and 
1972  at  earnings  of  $36,000  per  year  who  are 
drawing  more  in  annuity  than  they  would  be 
drawing  in  salary  if  still  employed! 

Perhaps  the  greatest  tragedy  of  it  all  is  the 
age  at  which  salary  frozen  executives  are 
retiring.  A  recent  commission  study  showed 
that  the  retirement  rate  for  frozen-salary 
executives  in  the  55-59  age  bracket  was  three 
times  the  normal  rate  for  employees  in  that 
age  group. 

As  salary-frozen  executives  leave  govern- 
ment through  early  retirement  or  through 
resignations  to  take  higher  paying  Jobs  in 
the  private  sector,  their  agencies  are  ex- 
periencing great  difficulty  in  obtaining  top- 
quality  replacements. 

Some  agencies  have  reported  that  career 
executives  in  the  field,  already  frozen  at  low- 
er grades,  have  declined  reassignments  to 
higher-graded  but  not  higher-paying  jobs  in 
Washington,  because  they  felt  the  move 
would  result  in  a  pay  cut,  in  the  form  of 
higher  living  costs,  rather  than  a  pay  raise 
for  assuming  greater  responsibility. 

By  the  same  token,  critical  Jobs  in  govern- 
ment have  gone  unfilled  because  private 
sector  executives  drawing  far  more  money 
have  been  unwilling  or  unable  to  take  a 
major  cut  in  salary  to  come  into  govern- 
ment, even  though  they  were  strongly  mo- 
tivated toward  public  service. 

Dfficulties  in  recruiting  and  retaining 
high-caliber  executives  is  measurable,  but 
the  effect  of  lost  managerial  talent  on  the 
quality  of  government  is  more  difficult  to 
quantify. 


An  official  in  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  nailed  one  dimension  of  it  when  he 
said  the  manager  of  a  billion-dollar  opera-* 
tion,  managing  at  only  98  percent  of  capac- 
ity, conceivably  could  cost  the  taxpayers 
two  percent  of  a  billion  dollars  or  $20  million 
in  the  course  of  a  year. 

The  director  of  the  National  Cancer  In- 
stitute would  have  more  difficulty  in  meas- 
uring the  cost  of  missing  research  scientists, 
but  in  my  view  the  cost  would  be  profound. 

To  me,  the  cost  is  a  more  personal  thing, 
for  it  grieves  me  to  the  very  roots  to  see 
valuable  employees,  like  those  I  identified 
earlier,  leave  the  government  at  the  prime 
of  their  lives.  I'd  be  thrilled  to  know  that  I 
would  not .  receive  another  invitation  to  a 
retirement  party  in  the  next  two  years,  for 
I  have  said  farewell  to  altogether  too  many 
able  people  in  recent  years.  And  I  believe 
I  am  expressing  the  sentiments  of  every 
agency  head  in  the  government  when  I  say 
this. 

What  we  need  is  relief  from  an  arbitrary 
salary  ceiling  On  top  executives,  which  in 
and  of  itself  establishes  a  companion  ceiling 
on  career  managers.  Not  Just  a  one-time. 
Band-Aid  type  of  remedy,  but  an  enduring 
procedure  which  will  insure  that  the  present 
conditions  of  salary  compression  do  not 
recur. 

Exhibit   4 
Comparison  of  Executive  Compensation  in 

Largest  Private  Enterprise  Firms  and  the" 

Federal    Government 

(Source:  private  enterprise  compensation 
data  drawn  from  Business  Week/Peat,  Mar- 
wick,  and  Mitchell  study  published  in  May  12, 
1975,  issue  of  Business  Week) 

The  heads  of  nine  of  the  Nation's  largest 
banks  receive  compensation  (salaries  plus 
bonuses)  averaging  $277,000,  while  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  receives  $60,000,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  receives  $42,500,  and  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency  receives  $40,000. 

The  heads  of  three  of  the  Nation's  largest 
wood  products  firms  receive  compensation 
averaging  $249,000,  and  the  heads  of  five 
of  the  largest  paper  companies  average  $316,- 
000.  The  head  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  re- 
ceives $36,000. 

The  heads  of  nine  of  the  largest  food  prod- 
uct companies  in  the  country  receive  com- 
pensation averaging  $294,000,  while  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  receives  $60,000. 

The  heads  of  three  of  the  country's  large 
retail  store  chains  receive  an  average  of  $311,- 
000,  while  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion's Commissioner  of  the  Federal  Supply 
Service  receives  $36,000.  , 

The  headsof  five  of  the  country's  largest 
airlines  receive  an  average  of  $239,000  in  com- 
pensation, and  the  heads  of  four  large  rail- 
roads receive  an  average  of  $309,000.  The 
Secretary  of  Transportation  receives  $60,000, 
the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  receives  $42,500,  and  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  the  Federal  Railroad  Admin- 
istration receives  $40,000.  The  Chairmen  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  and  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  each  receive 
$40,000. 


125 


The  heads  of  eight  of  the  country's  large 
power  companies  receive  compensation  aver- 
aging $188,000.  The  Chairman  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  receives  $40,000,  as  does 
the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority.  The  Admin- 
istrator of  the  Bonneville  Power  Administra- 
tion receives  $36,000. 

The  heads  of  twelve  of  the  country's  larg- 
est oil  companies  receive  average  compensa- 
tion of  $429,000.  The  Administrator  of  the 
Federal  Energy  Administration  receives  $42,- 
500. 

The  heads  of  five  of  the  country's  largest 
communications  companies  receive  compen- 
sation averaging  $441,000.  The  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Communications  Commission  re- 
ceives $40,000. 

The  heads  of  five  of  the  largest  aircraft 
manufacturing  companies  receive  an  average 
of  $348,000,  and' the  heads  of  the  four  major 
automobile  makers  average  $292,000.  The 
heads  of  the  seven  largest  steel  companies 
average  $337,000.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
receives  $60,000. 

The  heads  of  four  of  the  Nation's  large 
publishing  companies  receive  average  com- 
pensation of  $238,000.  The  Public  Printer  of 
the  United   States  receives   $40,000. 

The  heads  of  six  of  the  Nation's  largest 
mining  companies  receive  average  compensa- 
tion of  $316,000.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
receives  $60,000,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Mines  receives  $36,000. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  title  I  of 
H.R.  2559  brings  the  Postal  Service  under 
the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act 
of  1970.  The  Postal  Service  is  presently 
complying  with  that  act. 

Title  II  was  added  by  the  Senate  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  as  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  2559  in  order  to  pro- 
vide a  new  method  for  the  annual  adjust- 
ment of  pay  rates  for  each  level  of  the 
executive  schedule,  Members  of  Congress, 
and  judges  and  officials  of  the  judicial 
branch. 

The  adjustment  would  become  effective 
whenever  a  comparability  adjustment  is 
made  in  the  statutory  pay  system,  usual- 
ly in  October  of  each  year.  On  October  1 
last  year,  the  increase  was  5.5  percent. 
This  year,  the*  increase  is  expected  to  be 
between  8  and  9  percent. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  come  when 
we  must  take  action  to  bring  relief  to 
hard-pressed  Federal  officials  in  the  up- 
per echelons  whose  salaries  have  been 
frozen  since  March  1969. 

The  salary  rates  that  are  now  in  effect 
for-  the  Government's  leaders  were  last 
adjusted  more  than  6  years  ago.  . 

Since  then,  the  cost  of  living  has  risen 
48  percent.  Salaries  for  top  management 
in  private  enterprise  have  gone  up  over 
44  percent.  Pay  rates  for  the  Govern- 
ment's lower  level  general  schedule  em- 
ployees have  gone  up  more  than  50  per- 
cent, following  wage  movements  for  com- 
parable workers  in  private  enterprise. 


Despite  all  these  increases  in  the  cost 
of  living  and  in  pay  rates  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  economy,  the  salaries  of  sen- 
ior Federal  officials  have  remained  frozen 
at  their  1969  level. 

This  salary  freeze  has  been  doubly  un- 
fair, for  it  has  been  unfair  not  only  to 
the  affected  17,000  public  servants — the 
great  majority  of  them  career  employ- 
ees— but  it  is  also  unfair  to  the  rest  of 
the  Nation's  citizens,  for  it  is  rapidly 
eroding  the  great  store  of  skills  and  tal- 
ents our  country  has  developed  in  its 
corps  of  senior  public  servants. 

The  Government  as  an  employer  does 
not  operate  in  a  vacuum.  We  must  com- 
pete for  talent  with  other  employers  in 
the  economy.  Some  may  say  that  there 
are  many  people  who  would  leap  at  the 
chance  for  a  $36,000  salary,  and  that  is 
certainly  true,  but  we  are  not  talking 
about  jobs  that  just  anyone  can  fill. 
There  is  a  tremendous  scarcity  of  skilled, 
experienced  administrators  and  senior 
professionals  in  this  country  today,  and 
whether  we  like  it  or  not,  these  people 
are  going  to  work  for  those  employers 
who  will  appreciate  and  reward  their 
skills  and  abilities. 

Last  year,  the  Civil  Service  Commis- 
sion made  a  survey  of  private  industry 
pay  for  work  equivalent  to  the  Govern- 
ment's supergrades.  That  survey  showed 
that  private  industry,  a  year  ago,  was 
paying  an  average  of  $45,146  for  GS-16 
work,  $56,011  for  GS-17  work,  and 
$71,076  for  GS-18  work.  Today  these 
salaries  would  be  8  to  10  percent  higher, 
yet  the  Government  pays  only  $36,000 
for  each  of  these  levels  of  responsibility. 

With  this  kind  of  disparity  between 
Government  and  private  industry  pay 
rates,  is  it  any  wonder  that  the  agencies 
are  having  more  and  more  trouble  at- 
tracting qualified  managers  and  profes- 
sionals? We  may  not  feel  that  the  Gov- 
ernment can,  or.  should,  fully  match 
private  enterprise  pay  at  the  executive 
levels,  but  how  great  a  financial  sacrifice 
can  we  expect  talented  individuals  to 
make  in  order  to  come  to  work  for  the 
Government? 

The  General  Accounting  Office  com- 
piled a  major  study  of  the  executive  pay 
problem  in  February  of  this  year.  In  that 
report,  the  Comptroller  General  pointed 
out  case  after  case  where  outstanding 
candidates  refused  Government  positions 
because  they  could  not  afford  the  drastic 
salary  cuts  they  would  have  had  to  take. 
And  many  of  these  cases  were  not  even 
private  industry  executives — they  were 
university  faculty  members  or  officials  of 
State  or  local  government. 

The  Comptroller  General  is  deeply  con- 
cerned that  our  inability  to  compete  for 
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skilled  managers  is  making  it  increas- 
ingly difficult 'for  the  Government  to  ad- 
minister its  programs  economically  and 
efficiently.  I  think  we  all  have  to  share 
this  concern. 

On  top  of  our  inability  to  compete  in 
the  labor  market  for  qualified  managers 
and  professionals  from  outside  the  Gov- 
ernment, we  are  losing  at  an  increasing 
rate  those  trained-  senior  career  civil 
servants  we  now  have.  It  is  certainly 
easy  to  understand  why  the  Govern- 
ment's managers  and  professionals  feel 
frustrated  and  even  embittered  by  the 
executive  pay  freeze. 

A  1969  salary  of  $36,000  is  only  worth 
$24,200  in  constant  dollars  today.  This 
means  that  a  1969  $36,000  employee  who 
has  not  had  a  salary  increase  since  then 
has  had  a  one-third  reduction  in  his 
purchasing  power  and  in  his  standard  of 
living,  and  he  is  helpless  to  do  anything 
about  it — unless  he  leaves  the  Govern- 
ment and  takes  a  job  outside. 

Another  aspect  of  this  problem  is  the 
impact  of  salary  compression.  Salary 
compression  is  what  happens  when  there 
are  employees  in  two  or  more  levels  of 
an  organization — a  chief  and  his  deputy, 
for  example — receiving  the  same  salary. 

In  the  executive  branch,  we  now  have 
five  levels— GS-15,  GS-16,  GS-17,  GS- 
18,  and  executive  level  V — all  at  the  same 
pay  rate  of  $36,000.  And  with  the  next 
Federal  pay  raise  this  October,  salary 
compression  may  even  reach  down  into 
GS-14. 

This  salary  compression  problem  is  re- 
sulting in  agencies  having  trouble  filling 
their  key  jobs,  even  from  within,  be- 
cause they  cannot  give  a  pay  increase  of 
a  single  dollar,  despite  the  tremendously 
increased  duties  and  responsibilities  that 
are  involved  in  promotions  at  these  levels. 
Even  worse  are  the  problems  when  an 
agency  wants  one  of  its  executives  to  re- 
locate, yet  cannot  offer  a  pay  increase 
to  offset  the  many  costs  of  moving. 

This  executive"  pay  freeze  problem  is 
resulting  in  the  early  retirement  of  many 
of  the  Government's  most  capable  execu- 
tives. Under  the  civil  service  retirement 
law,  annuities  are  increated  as  the.  cost 
of  living  increases.  However,  these  an- 
nuity increases  go  only  to  those  who  are 
actually  on  the  annuity  rolls,  or  who  re- 
tire before  the  next  cost-of-living 
increase. 

This  results  in  a  situation  where  some 
employees  who  remain  in  the  service  can 
end  up  with  smaller  annuities  than  they 
would  have  had  if  they  had  retired  ear- 
lier. This  problem  is  particularly  bad  in 
the  case  of  frozen  salary  employees,  since 


these  employees  have  not  been  benefiting 
from  the  normal  increase  in  their  high 
3  years  of  basic  pay,  one  of  the  factors  in 
the  computation  of  their  annuities. 

These  frozen  salary  employees  see  their 
potential  annuities  rapidly  falling  behind 
the  annuities  of  those  who  have  already 
retired.  At  the  present  time,  there  are 
five  former  employees  on  the  annuity 
rolls  who  retired  several  years  ago  from 
$36,000  positions  and  are  now  receiving 
annuities  of  more  than  $36,000. 

Faced  with  this  problem  of  their  fu- 
ture economic  security,  the  Government's 
executives  -are  retiring  at  an  ever-in- 
creasing rate.  Frozen-salary  employees 
are  retiring  at  almost  three  times  the 
normal  rate,  with  the  highest  rate  being 
among  those  55  to  59  years  of  age,  the 
youngest  retirement  eligibles,  who  still 
have  a  number  of  valuable  years  ahead 
of  them. 

This  executive  pay  problem  has  been 
getting  worse  and  worse  for  several  years, 
and  has  now  reached  a  point  where  we 
are  going  to  see  a  disastrous  decline  in 
the  quality  of  Federal  management, 
when  the  agencies  can  neither  hire  new 
managers  nor  keep  the  ones  they  have. 

The  only  solution  to  this  problem  is  a 
pay  raise  for  Federal  managers  and 
professionals.  These  people  have  suffered 
long  enough  from  congressional  inaetion, 
and  the  time  has  come  when  we  must  act, 
despite  the  controversy  that  may  ensue. 

In  order  to  provide  the  proper  level  of 
pay  for  the  Government's  top  managers 
and  professionals,  true  comparability 
should  be  restored.  The  executive  sche- 
dule should  be  adjusted  upward  to  elimi- 
nate the  compression  of  the  general 
schedule  supergrades.  And  legislative 
and  judicial  salaries  should  be  raised 
accordingly.  We  will  never  solve  this 
problem  until  we  adjust  the  top  salaries 
adequately.  This  bill  before  us  will  not 
accomplish  this. 

I  realize  there  is  a  reluctance  to  make 
a  major  effort  at  this  time  to  adjust  the 
top  level  salaries,  even  though  such  ad- 
justment is  long  overdue  and  even 
though  simple  justice  and  equity  demand 
such  adjustments. 

Speaking  for  myself,  I  am  disappointed 
and  distressed  that  we  are  not  moving 
more  actively  to  try  to  bring  proper. relief 
to  the  Federal  managers  and  profes- 
sionals. In  acting  on  the  bill  before  us 
today,  we  are  taking  only  a  limited — 
though  necessary — step  forward  to  ease 
the  pressure  on  the  upper  echelon  offi- 
cials who  have  been  denied  any  pay  in- 
crease for  such  a  long  period  of  time.  It 
is  far  from  an  adequate  solution,  but  it 
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is  the  only  step  which  appears  to  have  a 
reasonable  chance  of  being  enacted  into 
law  at  this  time. 

I  call  upon  my  colleagues  to  join  in 
speedily  approving  the  bill  before  us.  If 
enacted,  the  measure  would  provide  the 
same  percentage  pay  increase  to  the 
Government's  top  officials  as  the  white 
collar  employees  below  them  and  mem- 
bers of  the  military.  Of  course,  the  in- 
crease would  be  far  from  sufficient  to 
bring  it  to  the  level  where  it  should  be. 
It  would  only  help  to.  prevent  their  pay 
scale  from  becoming  more  distorted  and 
their  financial  standing  from  deteriora- 
ting further. 

Let  us  act  swiftly  and  decisively  to 
bring  this  small  measure  of  relief  to  the 
hard-pressed  executives  of  our  Govern- 
ment. Let  us  act  to  show  our  apprecia- 
tion for  their  valuable  services.  Let  us 
not  allow  them  to  be  denied  even  the  very 
limited  help  they  would  receive  under  the 
bill  before  us. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  pending  legislation  and  the 
committee  report  have  this  title:  "Postal 
Service  Compliance  with  the  Occupa- 
tional Safety  and  Health  Act."  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, that  is  a  very  small  part  of  this 
total  piece  of  legislation.  I  think  it  is  un- 
fortunate that  the  major  part  of  this 
legislation  is  not  identified  aj  all,  insofar 
as  the  title  of  either  the  committee  re- 
port or  the  act  is  concerned.  The  major 
part  of  this  legislation  deals  with  the 
salaries  of  the  Vice  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Federal  judges,  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  the  supergrades  in 
the  executive  branch  of  Government. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  the  public  would 
have  more  confidence  in  Congress  if  we 
would  handle  these  salary  matters  in  a 
more  forthright  way.  Yet  they  are  buried 
in  an  entirely  extraneous  piece  of  legis- 
lation dealing  with  the  Postal  Service 
compliance  with  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Act. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President, 
there  is  no  need  for  the  legislation  put- 
ting the  Postal  Service  under  the  Occu- 
pational Safety  and  Health  Act.  I  have 
no  objection  to  it  but  there  is  no  need  to 
do  that,  as  page  3  of  the  report  points 
out.  In  i.  letter  signed  by  W.  Allen  Sand- 
ers, Assistant  General  Counsel,  Legisla- 
tive Division  of  the  U.S.  Postal  Service, 
the  last  paragraph  of  the  letter  says  this: 

Since  the  Postal  Service  already  necessarily 
complies  fully  with  section  19  of  OSHA,  we 
see  no  need  for,  but  have  no  objection  to, 
legislation  proposed  by  H.R.  2559  to  make 
that  compliance  a  specific  requirement  of 
title  39. 


Mr.  President,  that  is  the  feeling  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia.  It  is  perfectly  sat- 
isfactory to  pass  this  legislation  in  re- 
gard to  putting  the  Postal  Service  under 
the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act, 
but  it  is  of  no  consequence  either  way 
because  the.  Postal  Service  is  already 
complying. 

That  dramatizes,  to  my  mind,  that  the 
real  purpose  of  this  bill  is  something  en- 
tirely different,  namely,  to  put  under 
the  cost-of-living  increases  the  super- 
grade  levels  of  the  executive  branch,  all 
of  the  Federal  judges,  the  Vice  President, 
and  all  of  the  Members  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

This  is  coming  at  a  time  when  just 
today  the  Government  announced  that 
the  deficit  for  the  past  fiscal  year,  which 
ended  this  past  June  30,  Was  the  highest 
deficit  the  Government  has  had  in  30 
years.  The  deficit  approached — was  in 
round  figures — S45  billion.  The  estimate 
for  the  current  fiscal  year  is  $70  billion. 

I  think  there  is  a  matter  of  policy  in- 
volved in  this  legislation.  Is  it  wise  to 
make  applicable  the  cost-of-living  in- 
creases to  the  Members  of  Congress? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  fMr. 
Philip  A.  Hart).  The  5  minutes  avail- 
able have  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Senator  have  another  4  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  What  this 
tends  to  do  is  this  insulates  Congress 
against  inflation.  And  yet,  in  my  judg- 
ment, Congress  is  the  major  cause  of  the 
inflation  we  are  facing  today.  Congress 
is  the  major  factor  in  this  because  it  is 
Congress  that  has  created  these  huge 
Government  deficits,  and  the  Govern- 
ment deficits  are  the  major  cause  of  the 
inflation. 

So  I  am 'very  doubtful  about  the  princi- 
ple of  putting  Congress  under  this  auto- 
matic cost-of-living  increase.  The  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  then  will  be,  insofar  as 
they  are  personally  concerned,  insulated 
from  inflation  because  every  time  infla- 
tion goes  up  their  salaries  automatically 
will  go  up  also. 

I  am  not  certain  of  the  exact  figures, 
but  my  recollection  and  understanding 
are  that  of  all  the  laboring  people  of 
this  country  only  about  15  percent  are 
involved  in  the  cost-of-living  increase. 
In  other  words,  only  about  15  percent  of 
all  the  working  people  have  available  to 
them  an  automatic  increase  in  their  own 
salaries  whenever  the  cost-of-living  goes 
up. 
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So  I  think  it  unfortunate  that  a  mat- 
ter of  this  importance  is  buried  in  a  bill 
dealing  with  an  entirely  different  sub- 
ject. 

I  am  glad  the  Senate  will  not  vote  on 
this  measure  tonight.  I  think  it  would  be 
a  great  mistake  to  bring  it  up  and  im- 
mediately bring  it  to  a  vote,  but  that  will 
not  be  done.  I  think  it  is  certainly  an 
appropriate  procedure  that  it  not  be 
done. 

I  say  again  I  have  grave  doubt§  about 
the  aspect  of  the  bill  which  puts  Con- 
gress under4,  gives  to  Congress  an  auto- 
matic increase  in  the  cost-of-living 
whenever  another  Federal  agency,  under 
the  chairmanship  of  the  Vice  President, 
asserts  that  the  cost  of  living  has  gone 
up  x  percent.  It  insulates  Congress 
against  the  inflationary  pressures,  and 
yet  it  is  Congress,  in  my  judgment,  which 
Is  the  major  factor  in  causing  the  infla- 
tion. '  „ 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  time  situation  on  the  earlier  allot- 
ment of  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  has  2  minutes;  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  20. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  say  to  my 
friend  from  Virginia  in  the  order  in 
which  he  brought  up  the  questions  that 
he  legitimately  raises,  first  of  all,  H.R. 
2559  is  a  very  legitimate  piece  of  legis- 
lation, as  he  knows  best  of  all,  for  the 
reason  that  our  problem  with  the  execu- 
tive branch  often  is  that  what  the  branch 
chooses  to  give  on  Tuesday  they  can  take 
away  a  year  from  Tuesday  or  a  week 
from  Tuesday. 

We  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  in- 
tent of  Congress  was  clear  on  this.  We 
had  another  bill  up  today  involving  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census  in  which  this  same 
issue  was  at  stake,  in  which  they  make 
available  data  on  the  growth  matters 
that  affect  communities  that  are  depend- 
ent upon  or  having  as  part  of  their 
budgetary  problem  revenue  sharing,  and 
they  do  it  now.  But  every  once  in  a  while 
they  lapse  and  do  not  do  it,  and  it  is  not 
very  helpful  to  the  communities.  So  we 
simply  wanted  to  make  sure  in  this  piece 
of  legislation  the  intent  of  Congress  was 
abundantly  clear. 

Now  the  Senator's  second  question  is 
why  did  you  put  this  complicated  little 
amendment  involving,  cluing,  Congress 
and  the  judiciary  and  the  executive 
branches,  and  so  on,  into  the  compara- 
bility procedures  under  the  already  exist- 
ing salary  laws  of  the  country. 

The  answer  is  very  simple,  Mr.  Presi- 


dent. There  is  no  deviousness  here,  and 
I  think  my  colleague  may  be  being  unfair 
to  the  committee. 

We  did  not  choose  the  device  of  going 
through  allowances  or  deductions  or 
other  various  ways  that  legislators  of  the 
past  have  indulged  in. 

We  laid  it  out  exactly  like  it  is,  with 
no  subterfuge.  The  catch  is  that  at  the 
time  we  finally  arrived  at  an  agreed  pro- 
cedure with  the  President  and  the 
House  and  the  Chief  Justice,  by  that 
time  we  were  already  locked  in  an  im- 
passe here  in  this  body  so  that  the  origi- 
nation of  a  bill  with  this  title  was  no 
longer  a  matter  of  feasibility. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  I  may  have  2  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Therefore,  the  only  way 
in  a  parliamentary  sense  that  we  could 
attempt  it,  with  the  leadership  on  both 
sides  and  the  time  schedule  the  Senate 
had  allotted  for  it,  was  to  attach  it  to 
a  noncontroversial  bill  so  far  as  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress  were  concerned  in 
order  to  bring  it  publicly  before  this 
body,. and  I  stress  publicly.  It  was  re- 
leased over  the  weekend  as  soon  as  the 
committee  was  able  to  clear  it  by  its 
own  judgment.  The  report  was  filed,  and 
it  has  been  filed  since  Friday,  and  it  is 
a  matter  of  public  knowledge  since  the 
filing  of  the  report. 

So  I  hope  that  my  good  friend  from 
Virginia  would  at  least  give  us  the  credit 
of  trying  to  be  forthright  about  it  and 
yet  trying  to  abide  by  the  parliamentary 
procedures  that  are  available  at  this 
stage  in  this  particular  phase  of  the 
session. 

Having  said  those  two  things,  Mr. 
President,  I  would  only  add  that  my  col- 
leagues here,  I  think,  are  not  unmindful 
of  the  inflationary  forces  in  the  land  and 
that  has  no  validity  or  connection  or  re- 
lationship to  whatever  may  be  happen- 
ing to  the  budget. 

The  members  of  the .  three  groups  I 
have  just  described  have  not  received 
any  cost-of-living  adjustment,  or  any- 
thing else,  since  1969,  and  by  all  meas- 
ures the  Consumer  Price  Index  is  now 
47.5  percent  higher,  and  the  salary  that 
the  higher  echelon  people  are  receiving 
is  now  compressed,  as  it  is  in  the  super- 
grades,  to  the  same  level  of  the  em- 
ployees over  which  they  preside. 

We  are  trying  to  make  some  equitable 
adjustments  there  for  the  future,  so  it 
does  not  get  into  that  bind  again.  The 
legislative  branch  is  in  the  same  kind  of 
boat. 

It  would  not  have  happened  that  way 
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if  we  had  been  looking  ahead  to  this 
prospect  of  double-digit  inflation  when 
we  made  past  salary  efforts  that  were 
constructive  and  ongoing  by  all  standards 
that  exist  in  most  private  sectors  of  in- 
dustry. We  just  left  out  the  inflationary 
factor. 

We  do  not  strike  in  these  bodies  and 
never  will,  must  not,  should  not,  but  of 
all  other  forms  of  labor,  with  all  due  re- 
spect to  the  Senator's  figure,  about  the 
only  group  left  in  this  country  that  have 
had  no  commensurate  adjustment  in  the 
cost  of  living  are  the  three  groups  men- 
tioned here. 

To  be  sure,  this  would  put  them  under 
the  heading  that  would  make  them  sub- 
ject to  the  estimates  given  the  President 
automatically  on  an  annual  basis,  but 
those  fluctuate  and  there  will  come  that 
time,  I  presume,  when  the  economy  will 
level  off.  Everybody  takes  his  chance. 

But  do  not  say  of  this  body  that  they 
are  unmindful  of  the  inflationary  forces 
at  loose  in  the  land,  those  forces  are  very 
considerable  and  many  Members  of  this 
body  can  attest  to  that. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  This  is  one  of  the  con- 
structive reforms  in  the  mechanism  that 
is  designed  for  nothing  else.  There  is  no 
attempt  to  restructure  salary  schedules 
and  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  the 
order,  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is  rec- 
ognized. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  President,  I  oppose  this  bill  as  a 
whole  and  I  oppose  it  insofar  as  it  grants 
an  increase  in  salary  to  the  Members  of 
Congress,  House  and  Senate. 

I  have  been  impressed,  Mr.  President, 
since  coming  to  the  Senate  that  there 
seems  to  be  a  tendency  on  the  part  of 
Members  of  Congress  to  avoid,  whenever 
possible,  the  taking  of  a  stand  and  a  di- 
rect vote  on  a  salary  increase, 

I  came  to  the  Senate  in  1969.  In  1967,  I 
believe  under  the  sponsorship  of  Mr. 
Udall,  over  in  the  House,  this  Federal 
Salary  Commission  was  set  up  that  pro- 
vided that  this  Commission  would  set  the 
salaries  and  turn  it  over  to  the  President. 
He  could  grant  that,  or  suggest  that 
raise,  or  cut  it  down  and  then  submit  it 
to  the  Congress,  and  Congress,  one  House 
or  the  other,  had  to  veto  the  raise  or  it 
would  go  into  effect. 

Ever  since  that  time,  those  who  are 
pushing  for  a  raise  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress have  sought  to  avoid  an  up-and- 
down  vote  on  a  salary  raise. 


I  want  to  express  my  admiration  for 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo- 
ming (Mr.  McGee)  and  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  him  for  advising  me  that 
this  bill  was  going  to  be  brought  up  and 
the  nature  of  the  amendment  that  is 
contained  in  the  bill,  he  knowing  that  I 
have  been  opposed  to  the  salary  raises 
for  Members  of  the  Congress. 

If  the  Congress  wants  to  raise  the  sal- 
ary of  its  Members,  they  have  a  perfect 
right  to  pass  a  statute  to  that  effect. 
That  is.  the  last  thing  they  want  to  do. 
They  want  to,  more  or  less,  come  in  the 
back  door,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  we 
should  follow  this  around. 

I  do  not  believe  at  a  time  when  infla- 
tion is  abroad  in  the  land,  when  the  sav- 
ings of  our  people  are  being  eroded  by  in- 
flation, when  the  wages  and  salaries  of 
our  people  are  being  eroded  through  in- 
flation, that  now  is  the  time  under  this 
device,  shall  I  say — we  have  had  device 
mentioned  a  whole  lot  in  recent  debate — 
but  under  this  device  to  provide  for  an- 
nual increases  in  salary  for  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress. 

Another  thought  occurs  to  me,  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia 
came  very  near  suggesting  it,  he  sug- 
gested that  Congress  would  have  a  built- 
in  insulation  or  cushion  against  inflation. 

I  am  thinking,  too,  that  if  they  are 
lumped  in  with  the  rest  of  the  Federal 
employees  and  the  President  refuses  to 
allow  the  full  amount  of  the  raise,  if  the 
cost  of  living  goes  up  10  percent  and  the 
President  sets  it  at  5  percent  and  submits 
it  to  Congress,  Congress,  it  would  seem 
to  me,  would  have  a  conflict  of  interest  in 
this  regard  because  they  would,  if  I  un- 
derstand the  procedure  correctly,  and  if 
I  do  not  I  am  sure  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming  will  correct  me, 
but  as  I  would  understand  that  proce- 
dure, the  Congress  would  have  a  right  to 
say  whether  the  full  amount  of  the  raise 
went  into  effect  or  only  the  part  that  the 
President  assessed. 

So  I  would  think  that  would  set  up  a 
conflict  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress,  having  an  interest  in  this  raise 
that  all  the  Federal  employees  would  be 
getting,  and  they  would  be  more  in- 
clined, it  would  seem  to  the  Senator  from 
Alabama,  to  vote  for  a  full  increase  inas- 
much as  they  would  participate  in  it,  and 
it  might  not  be  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  country  to  grant  the  entire  raise. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  would  be  act- 
ing in  the  best  interests  of  the  image  of 
Congress  at  this  time  of  recession  and 
inflation  to  rush  in  and  set  up  a  builtin 
annual  salary  increase  for  Members  of 
Congress. 
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Another  aspect  of  the  whole  bill  which 
occurs  to  me  is  that  it  is  all  out  Of  line, 
these  salaries,  in  that,  for  instance,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  System,  possibly  the 
most  powerful  man  in  the  country,  cer- 
tainly oyer  the  country  next  to  the  Presi- 
dent, would  receive  as  a  base  his  present 
$42,500  and  yet  a  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  two  of  those,  receive  the  same 
amount. 

The  Deputy  Secretary  of  State  would 
receive  $42,500.  I  think  a  member  of  the 
Cabinet  receiving  $60,000,  members  of 
the  Supreme  Court — and  that  is  the 
worst  illustration  of  salaries  that  are  out 
of  line  because  the  members  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  receive  $60,000  a  year  and, 
without  paying  in  one  single  penny  to  a 
retirement  system,  on  his  retirement 
from  the  bench  he  receives  an  annual 
retirement  of  $60,000. 

To  say  that  a  man  in  that  position, 
without  paying  into  the  retirement  sys- 
tem, is  guaranteed  $60,000  the  rest  of  his 
life,  and  to  say  that  he  needs  a  cost-of- 
living  increase  is  just  absolutely  ridicu- 
lous, Mr.  President.  I  hope  we  will  not  go 
along  with  this. 

If  Members  of  Congress  want  to  raise 
the  salaries  of  Members,  I  would  like  to 
see  them  put  in  a  bill  saying  that  the 
salaries  of  Members  of  Congress  shall  be 
so  much  per  year  and  let  it  stay  at  that 
until  such  time  as  the  Congress  raises  it. 
But  do  not  go  in  the  back  door  and  pro- 
vide a  builtin  annual  salary  without  Con- 
gress doing  a  thing.  I  think  Congress 
ought  to  review  these  situations  every 
now  and  then.  Congress  would  not  have 
to  take  any  action  at  all.  These  recom- 
mendations would  come  in  from  the 
President,  and  if  we  did  not  like  what  the 
President  raised  everybody,  we  would  see 
that  the  full  raise  was  granted.  I  do  not 
believe  it  is  right. 

Just  for  starters,  Mr.  President,  I  have 
at  the  desk  and  I  am  going  to  ask  that  it 
be  reported — there  will  be  no  vote  on 
it — an  amendment  which  would  strike 
out  the  Members  of  Congress.  If  we  get 
this  amendment  passed  and  the  Members 
of  Congress  eliminated  from  this  salary 
raise,  I  think  you  are  going  to  see  this 
enthusiasm  for  the  bill  greatly  damaged. 
I  do  not  believe  there  will  be  a  whole  lot 
of  enthusiasm  for  the  bill  once  this 
amendment  is  adopted. 

I  would  like  to  have  it  stated. 
Mr.   HARRY  F.   BYRD,   JR.   Will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  first? 
Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 
Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Is  the  un- 


derstanding of  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia correct  that  if  this  legislation  is  en- 
acted the  Members  of  the  Congress  each 
year,  assuming  there  is  any  inflation, 
would  get  an  automatic  increase  in  sal- 
ary? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  If  inflation  continues.  It 
may  be  that  it  would  come  twice  a  year. 
I  am  not  sure.  The  distinguished  floor 
manager  of  the  bill  could  answer  that.  I 
believe  it  is  twice  a  year  with  the  Federal 
establishment. 

Mr.  McGEE.  No.  It  is  once  a  year  and 
only  in  the  event  of  a  continued  infla- 
tionary process. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  imagine,  though,  if  we 
start  into  a  real  recession  when  the  cost 
of  living  is  going  down,  that  these  per- 
sons who  are  pressing  for  this  legislation 
might  want  a  revision  then  if  the  sal- 
aries are  going  down.  I  do  not  know,  but 
I  do  not  look  for  that  any  time  soon. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  If  the  Sen- 
ator will  yield,  I  do  not  believe  there  is 
any  chance  of  a  noninflationary  atmos- 
phere in  this  country  with  the  Congress 
appropriating  enough  funds,  $1  billion  a 
day,  $365  billion  this  year,  which  will  rep- 
resent a  deficit  of  at  least  $70  billion.  Yet, 
the  Congress,  even  though  it  is  the  one 
which  is  taking  that  action,  will  have  au- 
tomatic pay  increases,  depending  upon 
what  the  inflationary  rate  is,  while  85 
percent  of  all  the  working  people  of  this 
country  will  be  unprotected. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  If  the  Senator's  statistic 
is  correct  on  the  15  percent  covered  by 
cost-of-living  increases,  that  "would  be 
right.  I  say  one  of  the  worst  features  of 
the  bill  is  adding  cost-of-living  increases 
to  members  of  the  Federal  judiciary  who 
are  well  cared  for  under  the  present  law. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

AMENDMENT  NO.   832 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  has  offered  an 
amendment.  The  amendment  will  be 
stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

AMENDMENT 

On  page  6  beginning  with  line  6,  strike  all 
over  to  and  Including  line  6  on  page  7. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  This  does  effectively,  I  be- 
lieve, eliminate  the  Members  of  Congress 
from  this  raise.  As  I  suggested,  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted  I  believe  the  bill 
will  sort  of  die  on  the  vine  somewhere 
along  the  line  between  now  and  final  en- 
actment. I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  for  yielding.  I  fully  agree  with 
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the  Senator.  I  would  like  to  ask  him  if 
he  will  do  me  the  honor  of  allowing  me  to 
be  a  cosponsor  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Helms)  be  added  as 
a  cosponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HELMS.  The  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Virginia  mentioned  the  figure  of 
15  percent  of  the  workers  of  America  be- 
ing covered  by  cost-of-living  increases  in 
their  compensation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  If  the  Senator  will  yield, 
automatic  cost-of-living  increases.  Most 
all  labor  groups  have  cost-of-living  al- 
lowances every  year  by  negotiations. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Will  the  clerk  insert  the 
word  "automatic"  at  the  proper  place? 

There  is  an  interesting  relationship  be- 
tween that  15  percent  and  the  15  percent 
of  the  American  people,  according  to  the 
latest  polls,  who  approve  of  the  way  the 
Congress  is  being  operated.  It  seems  to 
me,  I  will  say  to  the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor, that  next  year  we  will  observe  the  Bi- 
centennial of  this  great  Nation.  If  this 
sort  of  legislation  is  approved  by  the  Sen- 
ate it  comes  to  my  mind  that  we  may 
have  another  American  revolution  1  year 
earlier  prior  to  the  Bicentennial.  I  com- 
mend the  Senator  on  his  comments,  and 
also  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Virginia. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Carolina.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  will  yield  for  a  question 
through  whatever  time  we  can  mobilize 
through  unanimous  consent. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  an  addi- 
tional 10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr  .HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  May  I  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  I  took  this 
report  home  over  the  weekend  and 
studied  it  but  I  left  a  marked  copy  at 
home.  I  do  not  have  that  one  with  me.  I 
have  another  copy  of  the  report. 

As  I  recollect,  somewhere  in  this  com- 
mittee report,  and  I  cannot  find  it  at  the 
moment,  is  a  statement  that  some  600 
military  officers  would  be  included? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  a  group  of  600  officers 
who  are  under  the  same  ceiling,  at  the 
top. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Perhaps 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  will  clarify 
this.  The  600  officers,  are  they  lieutenant 


generals,  generals,  major  generals,  with 
corresponding  ranks  in  the  Navy? 

Mr.  McGEE.  In  the  Pentagon  it  is 
wherever  the  $36,000  ceiling  automati- 
cally took  effect. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Where  does 
that  take  effect? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  takes  effect  at  the  level 
of  $36,000. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  I  know,  but 
what  rank? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  cannot  tell  the  Senator 
what  rank  without  getting  from  the 
Pentagon  the  report  of  those  over  the 
$36,000  ceiling.  Those  vary.  The  Senator 
knows  that.  He  is  on  the  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  I  know  it 
varies.  That  is  why  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  well  if  we  had  that  informa- 
tion here  when  we  are  considering  this 
bill.  There  are  600  military  officers  in- 
volved who  will  benefit  by  this  proposal. 
I  think  we  ought  to  know  what  their  rank 
is,  what  the  purpose  is  that  is  involved, 
and  all  of  that.  ^ 

Mr.  McGEE.  With  all  due  respect, 
I  do  not  see  the  relevance  of  their  rank 
if  they  are  under  the  ceiling  of  $36,000. 
With  all  due  respect,  it  is  the  ceiling 
that  is  the  controlling  factor.  The  Pen- 
tagon determines  its  ranking  officers  and 
their  level  in  relative  terms  of  their  pay; 
$36,000  at  one  time  covered  the  differen- 
tiation, but  with  the  other  grades  that 
have  gone  up  in  their  salaries  that  has 
been  closed  and  those  at  the  top,  in  the 
highest  administrative  ranks,  are  the 
ones  that  are  affected,  the  600.  There 
are  10,000  of  them  in  the  supergrades.    ( 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  I  am  speak- 
ing of  uniformed  personnel,  at  the  mo- 
ment. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  saying  we  do  not 
have  their  ranks. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  It  just  oc- 
curs to  me  to  be  something  that  would 
be  of  help  to  the  Senate  if  the  commit- 
tee could  get  that  information. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  will  make  sure  that  we 
have  the  report  'directly  from  the  Pen- 
tagon before  we  return  to  this  question 
tomorrow.  The  Senator  will  have  to  give 
us  this  evening  to  get  the  report;  we  did 
not  request  that,  because  it  is  auto- 
matically controlled  by  the  $36,000  fig- 
ure. But  we  will  request  that  first  thing 
in  the  morning. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Then  this 
new  proposal  would  apply  to  all  individ- 
uals who  receive  $36,000  or  more  at  the 
present  time,  as  I  take  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is-  correct.  Those 
who  come  under  that  ceiling. 
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Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  And  is  it 
not  correct  that  some  uniformed  officers 
receive  higher  pay  than  the  Members 
of  Congress?  Of  course,  they  would  be 
involved  in  this  also. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Some  members  of  the 
Government,  such  as  Cabinet  members 
and ■ 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  No,  some 
members  of  the  uniformed  services. 

Mr.  McGEE.'  I  cannot  answer  that 
without  seeing  the  list  from  the  Pen- 
tagon. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.'BYRD,  JR.  Any\*ay,  I 
thank  the  Senator  for  ascertaining  that 
information  for  the  benefit  of  the  Sen- 
ate. 

Mr.  McGEE.  We  will  procure  that 
overnight. 

Mr.  President,  I  just  want  to  stress 
here,  in  the  remaining  few,  moments  of 
this  last  segment  of  the  time,  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  in  his 
communication  to  us,  expressed  one 
thing:  that  we  are  talking  about,  to  quote 
him,  "an  insignificant  sum,  a  tiny  frac- 
tion of  1  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll," 
to  borrow  the  President's  precise  lan- 
guage. A  tiny  fraction  of  1  percent  of 
the  Federal  payroll.  And  this  action  is 
important.  As  the  two  leaders  in  this  body 
and  the  President  have  all  three  stressed, 
the  issue  here  is  not  giving  them  an 
equitable  salary;  it  is  not  trying  to  give 
them  incentive  in  competition  with  an- 
other segment  of  the  private  economy  in 
our  country.  It  is  rather  to  permit  them 
to  stay  on  as  proven  experts  in  adminis- 
tration, only  by  keeping  up  with  the  costs 
that  they  have  incurred,  that  they  have 
already  taken  on,  like  kids  in  college,  as 
an  illustration,  or  payments  on  a  house. 

They  are  interested  in  holding  those 
who  have  proved  their  competence  as 
successful  administrators.  They  are  the 
ones  also  who  are  being  lost.  And  since 
the  President  made  something  of  a  point 
of  that  factor,  I  use  it  to  illustrate  that 
the  whole  emphasis  on  this  question  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  salary  infrastruc- 
ture in  the  Federal  Government;  it  has 
only  to  do  with  trying  to  make  sure  that 
we  hold  those  people  we  can,  without 
any  adjustment  in  salary  per  se.  And  I 
stress  once  more  that  what  this  is  is  an 
adjustment  based  on  the  readings  and 
other  statements  on  the  cost  of  living. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  rightfully 
raised  the  question  he  put  to  me  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  might  be  a  conflict 
of  interest  on  the  part  of  Members  of 
Congress,  since  they  would  be  involved 
here,  and  under  the  law  that  now  exists, 


when  the  cost  of  living  rating  is  made, 
8.6  percent  for  this  year,  the  council  has 
reported,  if  the  President  does  not  allow 
that,  would  not  the  Congress  rim  pell- 
mell  into  increasing  that  to  the  full 
amount,  8.6  percent? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Well,  we  have  a  couple  of 
times  overridden  the  Preisdent's  decision 
on  that  matter,  because  the  Federal  em- 
ployees were  behind  the  cost  of  living  and 
all  other  sections  of  labor. 

So  the  question  now  is,  what  would 
Congress  be  likely  to  do?  I  honestly  can- 
not tell  the  Senator  what  Congress  would 
be  likely  to  do.  It  would  be  my  judgment 
that  Federal  employees  would  just  as 
soon  Congress  was  not  in  on  the  act,  be- 
cause they  are  more  restrained  in  going 
that  route,  rather  than  more  gung  ho, 
and  they  would  be  better  off  if  Congress 
were  not  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Suppose  a  Member  of 
Congress  says,  "I  do  not  want  the  full 
amount  for  myself  but  I  have  got  to  take 
care  of  these  other  employees;  therefore, 
I  would  raise  it  up  to  the  limit." 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  may  be  sug- 
ges'ting  a  convenient  approach  for  a 
speech  for  some  Members  of  Congress, 
but  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  record  that  a 
rollcall  vote  is  required  under  those  cir- 
cumstances; there  is  no  end  run,  sticky 
bat,  or  anything  else,  and  this  is  where 
they  stand  and  be  counted,  and  be 
judged. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Does  not  the  Senator  see, 
though  a  built-in  conflict  of  interest? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  would  suppose,  as  long 
as  we  have  a  body  with  legislative  duties 
and  governing  responsibilities,  we  could 
not  avoid  a  conflict  of  interest  unless  we 
asked  our  neighbors  in  Canada  or  Mex- 
ico, perhaps,  to  make  that  judgment; 
because  somewhere,  as  Harry  Truman 
used  to  say,  the  buck  has  to  stop.  It  stops 
here,  and  I  think  we  have  to  take  the 
responsibility  and  the  risk  that  goes  with 
it,  whichever  way  the  decision  would  be 
made. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  There  is  one  point  I  do 
not  believe  the  Senator  has  made  clear. 
These  $60,000  Supreme  Court  judges  and 
$60,000  cabinet  people,  when  would  their 
first  increase  come  if  this  bill  should  be- 
come law,  say,  by  the  1st  of  August? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  would  come,  under  the 
present  law 

Mr.  ALLEN.  No,  under  this  law. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Under  this  law,  as  being 
amended  here,  it  would  come  at  the  reg- 
ular time  that  it  does  under  the  existing 
law  now,  and  that  is  by  October  1.  If  the 
President  does  not  act  at  all  it  goes  into 
effect  automatically.  If  he  does  act,  then, 
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without  an  alternative  plan  being  pro- 
posed by  Congress,  that  goes  into  effect. 
Mr.  ALLEN.  Would  they  get  a  full 
year's  inflationary  increase*,  or  would 
they  get  only  that  portion  of  the  year 
from  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
bill  to  October  1? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  would  assume  that  it 
was  the  full  year  of  inflationary  impact. 
Mr.  ALLEN.  So  it  would  seem  that  pos- 
sibly an  increase  of  10  percent  would  be 
in  the  offing  for  these  high-paid  Federal 
officials  from  October  1. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  would  be  the  same 
8.6  percent  that  everybody  else  is  get- 
ting. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  8.6? 

Mr.  McGEE.  8.6  percent,  if  it  were  the 
top  figure.  But  the  President's  recom- 
mendation may  be  5  or  6  percent,  if  that 
were  to  prevail. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Then  Congress  would 
have  before  it  the  question  of  whether 
to  raise  it  to  8.6  percent  or  leave  it  at  the 
5  percent  that  it  is  believed  that  the 
President  is  going  to  recommend,  is  that 
right? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 
Mr.-  ALLEN.  I  see.  I  believe  that  is  of 
considerable  interest. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McGEE.  -I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
colleague  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  this  bill  does  not  pass, 
we  will  have  to  wait  until  1977  before  any 
of  these  classes  of  government  officials 
will  get  relief;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  would  be  a  good 
guess,  since  I  am  running  in  1976. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  1977  we  will  have  the 
quadrennial  review  by  the  Commission 
on  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial 
salaries. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 
Mr.  FONG.  Which  will  convene  in 
1976  and  report  to  the  President,  and 
the  President  will  then  notify  Congress 
the  first  part  of  1977  what  that  increase 
would  be? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right.  This  is 
under  the  Salary  Act  of  1967,  where  the 
President's  Commission  reexamines  the 
whole  salary  structure. 

Mr.  LONG.  And  if  we  do  not  do  any- 
thing now,  and  do  not  give  them  relief, 
it  will  be  8  years  before  they  will  get  any 
kind  of  an  increase,  from  1969? 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  will  be  two  years  worse 
than  now,  is  what  it  really  will  be. 
Mr.  FONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 
Mr.  FONG.  And  they  are  already  be- 
hind the  lower  Federal  employees  by  50 
percent  in  the  last  few  years?  From  19C9 


to  the  present,  the  Government  employ- 
ees under  the  GS  schedule  have  received 
an  increase  of  50  percent  in  their 
salaries? 

Whereas  these  employees  have  been 
frozen  at  $36,000,  and  have  not  re 
one  penny  of  increase? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Not  a  penny,  that  is 
coirect. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  whereas  in  1969  the 
consumer  price  index  was  108,  in  May  of 
1975  it  stood  at  159.3,  or  a  47.5-percent 
increase? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PONG.  And  these  employees  have 
not  received  a  single  cent  of  increase,  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  since  1969  the  salaries 
of  top  management  in  private  industry 
have  increased  44  percent? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  since  1969  attorneys' 
salaries  have  been  raised  by  43.9  percent, 
in  the  private  sector? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  since  1969  the  salaries 
of  the  chief  judges  of  the  various  States 
have  been  raised  by  44.2  percent? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes. 

Mi-.  FONG.  Whereas  none  of  our  Fed- 
eral judges  has  received  an  increase;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  we  do  not  do  anything 
now,  the  salaries  which  we  are  paying  at 
the  level  of  $42,500  will  recede  if  the 
same  inflation  rate  continues  to  $22,500. 

Mr.  McGEE.  At  the  present  rate. 

Mr.  FONG.  That  was  the  salary  which 
was  received  way  back  fn  1960. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  was  about  1959. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  would  be  going  back 
to  that  salary  in  constant  dollars. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  we  must  do  som: 
to  keep  our  employees,  because  many  of 
them  are  retiring  at  a  very  young  age 
because  they  feel  that  by  retiring  and 
getting  that  cost-of-living  increase  for 
retirees,  they  will  exceed  what  they  are 
receiving  now.  In  fact,  several  of  the  re- 
tirees are  now  receiving  more  than  $36,- 
000  because  of  the  cost-of-living  increase. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  So,  therefore,  we  have  to 
do  something  to  keep  these  many  em- 
ployees, to  try  to  encourage  other  em- 
ployees to  come  in  to  take  the  jobs  which 
are  now  vacant,  and  to  keep  our  Govern- 
ment going,  because  it  is  really  the  people 
at  the  GS-18,  17,  16,  15,  and  14  levels  who 
really  run  the  Government.  They  are  the 
brains  of  our  Government. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  are  the  continuity 
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in  Government  because  of  their  expertise 
and  their  experience. 

Mr.  FONG.  When  you  consider  an  as- 
sistant secretary  in  the  Cabinet  level  only 
stays  there  22  months,  there  is  no  con- 
tinuity. So  it  is  the  super/grade  employ- 
ees who  really  run  or  Government,  and 
these  people  have  been  lured  away  by 
private  industry  because  the  Government 
cannot  pay  them  more  than  $36,000. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct.  I  say, 
if  the  Senator  will  yield  for  30  seconds 
there,  a  real  point  is  these  people  are  not 
out  looking  for  the  same  salaries  they 
could  get  in  the  private  sector;  they  sim- 
ply want  to  be  able  to  pay  the  commit- 
ment they  have  taken  on  when  they 
launched  their  kids  in  college  or  when 
they  took  on  payments  for  a  house,  or 
whatever  their  requirements  are  here  liv- 
ing in  the  Natoin's  Capital.  If  thye  can- 
not meet  that,  they  have  to  leave. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  they  have  not  been 
able  to  meet  that  commitment,  because 
their  $36,000  salary,  which  they  received 
in  1969,  in  May  of  1975  is  only  worth 
$24,408  in  constant  dollars. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  Whereas  they  have  lost  ap- 
proximately one-third  in  their  salaries 
from  1969  to  1975. 

Mr.  Mc<  >EE.  The  Senator  has  put  it 
very  well,  and  that  is  the  real  crunch 
that  is  on.  Our  question  is  whether  we 
can  be  responsible  legislators,  or  whether 
we  can  duck  that  hoping  that  it  will  go 
away.  I  just  think  it  is  time  to  quote  a 
famous  person,  that  we  bite  the  bullet. 

Mr.  FONG.  This  is  actually  not  a  cost- 
of-living  allowance.  It  is  based  on  com- 
parability. The  Government  employees 
receive  this  increase  every  year  on  the 
principle  of  comparability. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  FONG.  When  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  goes  out,  surveys  the  commu- 
nity" and  sees  what  private  industry  has 
given  to  the  employees,  then  the  Presi- 
dent will  recommend  the  amount  of 
increase  on  the  basis  of  comparability. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  So,  therefore 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  yield  3  more  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  have  one  further  ques- 
tion I  would  like  to  ask. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  and  I  will  not  object, 
could  I  get  some  understanding  how 
much  longer  this  debate  is  going  to  re- 
quire? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  have  one  more  question 
that  will  take  3  minutes. 


Mr.  McGEE.  I  have  one  more  ques- 
tion. I  was  going  to  make  a  very  earthy 
statement  about  something  that  was  just 
said,  and  I  lost  track  of  what  it  was  at 
the  present  time. 

Let  us  say  5  minutes. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Very  well. 

The  -PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Five  ad- 
ditional minutes. 

Mr.  FONG.  So,  actually,  what  we  are 
doing  is  bringing  in  these  employees  to 
the  comparability  section  of  that  law 
which  gives  to  Government  employees 
comparable  salary  with  private  industry, 
but  because  we  have  not  been  able  to  give 
all  these  employees  an  increase  that  we 
wanted  to  give  them,  we  have  brought 
them  in  under  this  comparability 
statute? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  is  not  a  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Lest  comparability  may 
be  a  little  misleading  there,  the  com- 
parability factor,  since  the  mid-sixties, 
has  been  a  catching  up  catch  up  game 
with  the  ebst  of  living  because  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  the  adjustments  have  come 
through  negotiations  to  compensate  for 
increased  cost  of  living.  That  means  that 
Federal  employees  have  had  to  catch  up 
with  that  fact  of  life.  So  that  the  net 
consequence  has  been  a  cost  of  living, 
even  though  it  is  comparability  to  keep 
up  with  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  G3  18's,  17's,  and  16's, 
flhd  pretty  soon  the  15 's,  have  not  been 
able  to  get  an  increase. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Half  of  the  15's  are  now 
so  compressed. 

Mr.  FONG.  In  $36,000? 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FONG.  And  have  not  been  able 
to  get  an  increase? 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  have  had  absolutely 
nothing. 

Mr.  FONG.  So  it  is  very  important,  if 
we  want  to  keep  our  employees  on  the 
job,  we  will  have  to  give  them  something, 
and  this  is  about  the  least  we  can  give 
them. 

Mr.  McGEE.  It  is  the  very  least  that 
can  be  done  that  seems  equitable,  without 
worrying  about  the  inequities  in  salary 
structures  that  have  been  lost  in  the  last 
6  or  7  years.  The  Senator  and  I  worked 
for  10  years  to  try  establish  this. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  further  question? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  This  bill  seems  to  be  per- 
manent, this  whole  statute  seems  to  be 
permanent  legislation,  and  I  see  no  ceil- 
ing provided  for  any  of  these  positions. 
If  we  continue  to  have  inflation,  say,  at 
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a  10-percent  rate,  it  would,  with  com- 
pounding and  cumulative  forces,  only 
take  about  8  years  before  the  $60,000 
salaries  of  the  Cabinet  would  be  $120,000 
and  the  $60,000  salaries  of  the  Supreme 
Court  would  be  $120,000.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McGEE.  If  one  accepts  the  hypoth- 
esis that  the  Senator  projected  there  at 
the  outset,  that  would  be  correct,  of 
course.  But  that  is  the  worst  of  all  pos- 
sible worlds.  We  hope  someone  gets  busy 
here  and  gets  this  thing  slowed  down. 
We  have  been  through  inflationary  pe- 
riods before.  They  ultimately  fortunately 
level  off.  We  have  all  had  to  change  our 
concepts.  The  important  thing  is  that  we 
not  forfeit  responsible  government  to  try 
to  take  the  action  that  experienced  lead- 
ership would  permit  by  surrendering  to  a 
force  here  that  is  at  the  moment  some- 
what out  of  control. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  But  this  does  'not  provide 
for  any  automatic  review  of  the  situation 
if  nothing  more  is  done  affirmatively, 
where  the  salaries  could  continue  esca- 
lating on  top  of  each  other. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Before  that  happened.  I 
say  to  the  Senator,  I  assume  what  would 
happen  is  that  the  quadrennial  commis- 
sion that  advises  the  President  every 
fourth  year,  referred  to  and  explained  by 
our  colleague,  that  that  commission  itself 
would  have  to  come  to  grips  with  the 
whole  structuring  edifice  of  salaries  if 
inflation  ran  like  it  did  in  mainland 
China,  for  example,  after  their  revolution 
in  1948  and  1949. 

There  are  other  places  in  Europe  right 
now  where  the  inflation  is  many  times 
ours,  and  their  legislative  bodies  have 
doubled,  tripled,  quadrupled,  with  400 
percent  salary  increases  in  instances,  be- 
cause that  is  the  plight  in  which  they  find 
themselves,  but  they  have'  to  stay  afloat 
if  they  are  going  to  keep  the  processes 
of  responsible  leadership  going. 

One  cannot  wipe  that  away  and  just 
say,  "OK,  go  ahead  and  die  of  starva- 
tion, do  not  make  it,  and  get  out." 

We  have  to  keep  at  least  the  chin 
above  the  water,  as  the  Senator  I  am 
sure  appreciates,  and  there  is  a  real 
question  here. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  There  is  really  nothing  to 
prevent  any  Member  of  the  Senate  or 
any  Member  of  Congress,  or  the  Cabinet, 
or  the  Supreme  Court,  to  go  into  these 
other  fields  if  they  so  desire,  where  the 
salaries  are  so  much  larger,  supposedly, 
then  they  are  in  the  Federal  service. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  that,  is 
there,  under  the  present  law. 


Mr.  McGEE.  No,  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  a  Senator,  who  receives  this, 
and  is  entitled  to  this  salary,  to  give  it 
back  to  the  Government.  He  does  not 
have  to  take  it.  He  can  be  unselfish 
about  it  and  turn  it  in. 

There  are  some  Senators,  and  each 
Senator  has  to  run  his  household  with 
his  wife  and  try  to  manage  the  budget 
and  keep  it  under  control,  and  some  of 
lis  are  in  a  real  bind,  and  it  is  not  easy. 

I  only  wish  our  wives  could  be  here 
tonight,  sit  in  the  galleries  up  there, 
and  attest  to  the  real  crunch  that  is  on. 

It  is  a  very  serious  one.  It  is  really  no 
joke.  We  ought  not  even  to  be  smiling 
about  it,  because  there  are  pinchers 
here. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Does  the  Senator  think 
they  might  collect  their  fee  in  behalf 
of  the  legislation? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  think  stronger  than 
that. 

I  have  Members  here  who  tell  me  that 
they  do  not  dare  go  home  because  they 
voted  against  a  salary  increase  bill  3 
years  ago,  2  years  ago,  when  it  was  up. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr.  McGEE.  They  have  never  heard 
the  last  from  their  wives  since  they  said 
no. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  brief  question? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  wonder  if. the  Senator 
here  is  prepared  to  give  me  an  estimate 
of  how  many  of  the  working  American 
taxpayers  would  be  willing  to  swap  jobs 
and  income  with  these  beleaguered  $36,- 
000-a-year  bureaucrats  he  is  talking 
about. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  suspect  I  can  give  the 
Senator  an  estimate  on  that.  I  think 
most  of  them  would. 

But  that  is  not  the  issue.  The  issue 
is  that  not  anyone  can  fill  these  jobs. 
These  are  experienced  personnel  who 
have  risen  through  the  ranks  through 
promotion. 

Mr.  HELMS.  I  am  not  talking  about 
that. 

Mr.  McGEE.  You  get  what  you  pay 
for,  and  you  cannot  run  into  a  bargain 
basement  forever  without  finally  ending 
up  with  a  lot  of  trash. 

Mr.  HELMS.  We  do  not  have  a  bargain 
basement  as  it  stands  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
has  expired. 
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POSTAL  SERVICE  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  THE  OCCUPATIONAL  SAFE- 
TY AND  HEALTH  ACT 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
in  accordance  with  the  order  entered 
earlier  today,  I  ask  .that  the  Chair  lay- 
before  the  Senate  H.R.  2559. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  clerk  will  state  the  bill  by- 
title. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

A  bill  (H.R.  2559)  to  aijnend  title  39,  United 
States  Code,  to  apply  to  the  United  States 
Postal  Service  certain  provisions  of  law  pro- 
viding for  Federal  agency  safety  programs 
and  responsibilities,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  imagine 
that  the  manager  of  the  bill  would  like 
to  make,  a  short  statement  before  my 
amendment  comes  up. 
,The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  the  pending  question. 

Mr.  McGEE.  If  the  amendment  of 
the • 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  call  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

I  will  not,  I  do  not  call  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  at  this  time. 

I  want  to  modify  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would  be 
glad  to  have  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
proceed,  but  I  have  a  3-  or  4-minute 
kind  of  opening  statement  to  catch  up 
with  where  we  left  off  last  night,  if  that 
is  agreeable. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes,  sir. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  what  we 
have  presented  here  to  the  Senate  is  a 
result  of,  actually,  4  months  of  negotia- 
tions, give  or  take,  with  the  President 
himself,  with  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
United  States,  with  the  leadership  in  this 
Chamber  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and 
with  our  colleagues  in  the  House,  and 
we  have  arrived  at  the  only  common  de- 
nominator that  all  of  these  elements  be- 
lieve is  essential  at  this  time,  and  that 
is  a  change,  a  reform  really,  in  the 
mechanism  for  achieving  pay  compara- 


bility— to  put  an  end  to  the  catch -up 
game  in  cost  of  living. 

In  that  measure,  to  try  to  accommo- 
date Federal  employees  in  their  pay 
scale  in  relation  to  the  private  sector, 
a  formula  was  structured  through  the 
Congress  to  provide  for  an  agent  report- 
ing to  th.e  President  to  report  on  their 
estimate  of  what  had  happened  to  af- 
fect the  cost  of  living  in  a  12-month 
period  and  to  report  to  the  President 
that  spread,  if  there  was  one.  At  which 
point,  the  President  was  required  either 
to  accept  his  agent's  recommendation 
without  any  action,  in  which  case  it 
would  go. into  effect  October  1  each  year, 
or  to  suggest  an  alternative  estimate  or 
percentage,  and,  if  the  Congress  did  not 
like  that,  the  Congress  itself  could  alter 
it  and  agree  to  the  agent's  recommenda- 
tion. 

Let  me  illustrate,  this  year  the  Presi- 
dent's agent  has  indicated  that  in  their 
study  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living 
since  last  October  1  amounts  to  approxi- 
mately 8.6  percent.  On  the  report  they 
will  submit  to  President  Ford,  the  Presi- 
dent has  announced  that  he  has  not  de- 
cided firmly  whether  to  accept  that  8.6, 
but  he  indicates  that  he  may  end  up  at 
around  5  percent  as  his  recommendation 
for  the  statutory  employees  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

Now,  that  is  the  formula  as  it  operates 
at  the  present  time: 

The  committee  amendment  to  that 
formula  simply  puts  into  this  formula 
that  groups  of  Federal  officers  and  em- 
ployees not  included. 

Those  groups  are  these,  all  of  the  judi- 
ciary branch  of  the  Government,  Federal 
judges;  the  legislative  branch,  the  House 
and  the  Senate;  the  Cabinet  and  sub- 
Cabinet  officials  of  the  Executive  Sched- 
ule; and  in  addition,  any — for  example, 
the  military,  as  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia raised  the  point  last  night — who 
were  affected  by  the  $36,000  ceiling 
which  had  been  imposed  under  the  origi- 
nal legislation,  and  that  involves,  actu- 
ally, 600  general  officers  out  of  the  total. 

There  are  approximately  10,000  in- 
volved here  in  the  super-grades,  who 
would  no  longer  have  a  $36,000  ceiling, 
and  the  rest  of  the  individuals  involved, 
in  very  much  smaller  numbers,  would  be 
the  Federal  judiciary  and  the  two  Houses 
of  the  Congress. 

I  quote  from  President  Ford's  letter  to 
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us  on  this  in  which  the  President  says 
that  this  is  a  necessary  step  at  this  time. 
The  President  adds  that  the  cost  of  tak- 
ing this  step  is  but  a  fraction  of  the  Fed- 
eral payroll. 

It  is  his  urging  that  the  Congress 
would  move  on  this. 

The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  Jim  Lynn,  has  projected  this  in 
his  budget  projection  in  order  to  accom- 
modate the  President's  wishes.  He  has 
worked  very  closely  with  us  at  the  same 
time. 

Finally,  the  letter  to  the  chairman  and 
ranking  Member  of  the  Senate  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  Committee  from 
the  joint  leadership  requested  that  the 
committee  move  in  precisely  this  way. 

So  that  is  what  is  submitted  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Senate  tonight. 
That  is  the  background  that  I  would 
supply. 

Mr.  President,  before  going  directly  to 
the  merits  of  the  proposal  before  the 
Senate,  I  want  to  take  a  moment  to  an- 
swer a  question  posed  last  night  by  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Virginia 
(Mr.  Harry  F.  Byrd,  Jr.)  who  wanted 
to  know  the  ranks  of  the  600  or  so  mili- 
tary officers  whose  rates  of  pay  now  are 
frozen  at  the  $36,000  figure  and  who 
would  thus  benefit  from  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  2559. 

Military  and  naval  pay,  generally 
speaking,  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  though  the  rate  of  basic 
pay  is  limited  by  section  5308  of  title  5. 
My  colleague  is  advised  that  this  pay 
limitation  now  affects  major  generals 
with  more  than  22  years  of  service, 
lieutenant  generals  with  more  than  20 
years  of  service  and  generals  with  more 
than  12  years  of  service,  if  indeed  such 
an  officer  exists.  Of  course,  rear  ad- 
mirals, vice  admirals  and  admirals  are 
affected  as  well. 

In  terms  of  basic  pay,  no  members  of 
the  Armed  Services  are  now  paid  more 
than  $36,000,  though  the  Senator  is  cor- 
rect in  his  statement  that  some  officers 
are  compensated  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
the  pay  of  Members  of  Congress.  This 
is  so  because  of  other  forms  of  compen- 
sation afforded,  including  quarters  and 
subsistence  allowances,  a  Federal  tax 
advantage,  and  incentive  pay  for  phy- 
sicians and  dentists  and  personnel  on 
flying  status. 

Mr.  President,  to  fully  answer  my  col- 
league's question,  I  shall  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  table  setting  forth  illus- 
trative examples  of  total  annual  compen- 
sation for  military  officers  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 


Now,  Mr.  President,  let  me  address  the 
amendment  offered  here  last  night  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alabama 
(Mr.  Allen),  which  would  remove  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  from  this  bill. 

That,  of  course,  is  exactly  what  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice proposed  to  do  in  1974  when  it  re- 
ported to  the  Senate  on  the  President's 
latest  proposal  for  adjustments  in  the 
pay  of  the  Government's  top  officials  in 
the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial 
branches.  That  proposal,  Senators  will 
recall,  was  rejected  in  whole. 

In  June,  I  received,-  as  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  a  letter  from  the  distinguished 
majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the 
Senate.  That  letter,  along  with  other  per- 
tinent documents,  including  a  letter  from 
the  President  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Presiding  Officer  of  the  Senate,  have  been 
made  available  for  every  Member. 

In  their  June  11  letter,  Senators  Mans- 
FreLD  and  Scott  referred  to  the  Presi- 
dent's 1975  Budget  message,  which  made 
note  of  the  very  serious  and  adverse  ef- 
fect the  lack  of  salary  adjustments  had 
had  in  the  areas  of  recruiting,  retention, 
and  incentive  for  advancement  through- 
out the  Federal  service.  And  they  ob- 
served, quite  correctly,  that  "The  obliga- 
tions of  a  Member  of  Congress  are  in 
many  respects  more  demanding  than 
anyone  else  in  Government  service." 

It  was  the  joint  recommendation  of 
the  majority  and  minority  leadership, 
then,  that  this  matter  be  dealt  with  in 
a  straightforward  fashion  and  that  leg- 
islation be  presented  to  the  Congress 
that  would  extend  the  same  cost  of  liv- 
ing percentage  increase  for  the  positions 
frozen  since  1969  as  is  provided  for  em- 
ployees of  the  Government  generally. 

That  we  have  done. 

Because  of  the  time,  constraints,  and 
because  it  was  our  hope  to  conclude  con- 
gressional action  prior  to  August  1  so 
that  some  officers  and  employees  who 
might  otherwise  be  contemplating  retire- 
ment as  of  the  end  of  this  month  could 
reconsider  their  decision,  the  committee 
moved  as  it  did  to  amend  a  House- 
approved  measure,  and  our  choice  was 
H.R.  2559. 

In  considering  this  measure  in  com- 
mittee, the  committee  weighed  an 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  (Mr.  Ran- 
dolph), which  would  have  delayed  any 
benefit  for  Members  until  January  of 
1977 — the  95th  Congress.  That  amend- 
ment failed,  as  did  another  which  would 
have  limited  any  benefits  under  this  bill 
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to  members  of  the  Federal  Judiciary 
only. 

Mr.  President,  the  reluctance  of  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  and  of  the  other 
body,  too,  to  take  any  action  which 
might  result  in  a  pay  raise  for  them- 
selves has  for  far  too  long  penalized 
other  officers  and  .employees  of  the 
Government.  It  has  penalized  the 
Government  itself.  And,  in  point  of  fact, 
it  has  penalized  the  taxpayer  because  of 
the  impact  it  has  had  on  persons  in  key 
posts  who  administer  the  public's  busi- 
ness. As  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  said  in  a  letter  addressed  to 
the  President  of  the  Senate, 

Several  dozen  of  the  Government's  top 
posts  are  unfilled  at  this  time  simply  be- 
cause many  of  the  executives  we  want  to 
bring  into  Federal  Service  cannot,  In*  fair- 
ness to  their  families,  accept  the  huge  cut 
in  compensation  that  would,  be  involved. 

Further  along,  the  President  wrote: 

As  you  know,  the  Senate  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  reported  out  H.R.  2559  to 
extend  to  employees  of  the  fxecutive,  Judi- 
cial and  Legislative  branches  whose  pay  has 
been  frozen  so  long,  increases  commensurate 
with  those  granted  to  other  employees  whose 
salaries  are  not  frozen. 

This  statutory  change  will  not  result  in 
any  "catch-up"  for  the  last  six  years  and 
will  not  solve  all  of  the  inequities  we  now 
have.  But  I  feel  we  must  move  at  once  in  this 
direction.  I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital  first 
step.  Further  action  to  solve  the  problem  will 
be  addressed  by  the  Panel  on  Federal  Com- 
pensation which  I  established  recently  and 
by  the  next  Quadrennial  Commission  on  Ex- 
ecutive, Legislative  and  Judicial  salaries. 

The  added  cost  of  the  compensation  ad- 
justments of  H.R.  2559  will  come  to  a  fraction 
of  one  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll.  In  my 
judgment,  this  action  is  essential  if  we  are 
to  recruit  and  retain  qualified  and  competent 
senior-level  people  to  conduct  our  Govern- 
ment's business.  I,  therefore,  urge  the  Con- 
gress to  enact  this  bill  promptly. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  not  state  the 
case  any  better  than  the  President  has. 
And  if  some  of  my  colleagues  should  ar- 
rive at  the  conclusion  that  there  has  been 
liaison,  even  close  liaison,  between  the 
committee  and  the  White  House,  they 
would  be  correct.  The  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission and  the  committee's  counterpart 
on  the  House  side,  too,  have  been  involved 
in  efforts  to  arrive  at  some  modest  means 
of  relieving  the  ravages  of  inflation  on 
these  people  who  have  been  without  any 
increase  in  pay  since  March  of  1969  and, 
more  importantly,  take  what  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  has  called  this 
"vital  first  step"  toward  the  solution  of 
what  is  becoming  an  evermore  serious 
management  problem  for  the  Govern- 
ment in  all  of  its  branches. 

Mr.  President,  further  action,  the  Pres- 
ident has  said,  will  be  taken  by  the  spe- 


cial panel  he  has  established  under  the, 
chairmanship  of  the  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States  and,  of  course,  by  the 
statutory  Commission  on  executive,  leg- 
islative and  judicial  salaries.  Those  rec- 
ommendations will  come  before  the  Sen- 
ate in  due  course. 

There  Is,  I  dare  say,  no  one  individual 
in  this  country  more  concerned  about 
the  state  of  the  Federal  budget,  the  level 
of  expenditures,  than  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  Yet,  he  calls  this  bill 
as  it  stands  "essential"  and  urges  its  en- 
actment. Further,  we  have  been  assured 
that  since  the  top  executives  and  em- 
ployees affected  by  the  bill  are  spread 
throughout  the  Government,  the  in- 
creased costs  will  be  absorbed  without 
additional  appropriation  requests  in  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  President,  in  dol'la.^  and  cents 
this  bill  does  not  do  a  lot.  Yet,  it  is  a  sign, 
to  thousands  of  key  Gbvernment"people 
that  the  Congress  recognizes  what  in- 
flation has  done  to  their  paychecks  in 
terms  of  purchasing  power  since  they 
were  last  given  a  raise.  It  c;-  do  much 
for  morale  among  these  peoi  'a. 

The"  committee  has  recc-  ized  that 
the  problem  of  confronting  '  years  of 
inflation  on  a  1969  salary  is  .it  limited 
to  any  one  group — not  to  juc  is,  not  to 
doctors,  and  not  to  cabinet  officers.  We 
have  not  picked  and  chosen  a-nong  the 
affected  officers  and  employees  in  this 
measure.  All  who  have  been  frozen  for  so 
long  would  get  the  same  benefit — what- 
ever the  final  decision  is  on  the  coming 
comparability  raise  for  Federal"  em- 
ployees generally,  whether  that  be  5  per- 
cent, 8.66  percent  or  some  other  figure. 
And  that  includes  Members  of  Congress 
themselves,  who  share  the  same  frozen 
status.  Excluding  Senators  and  Con- 
gressmen would  mean  a  saving,  on  an 
annual  basis,  of  less  than  $2  million, 
even  at  the  top  percentage  rate  so  far 
recommended,  8.66  percent. 

Before  too  long,  I  trust  we  can  deal 
more  directly  with  the  inequities  created 
by  the  6-year  void  in  salary  adjustments 
government-wide.  Meanwhile,  I  join  the 
President  in  urging  Senators  to  bite  this 
bullet.  It  is  of  quite  small  caliber, 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  there  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord a  breakdown  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion by  the  Senator  from  Virginia  last 
night  concerning  the  military  general 
officers  that  were  affected  by  this  meas- 
ure: 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Before  put- 
ting it  into  the  Record,  will  the  Senator 
yield  so  I  may  examine  it? 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  will  withhold  it  from 
the  Record  "until  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia has  a  look  at  it 

I  would  like  to  yield,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
President,  to  my  colleague,  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  committee, 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  thank  the 
distinguished  chairman  for  yielding  to 
me. 

The  matter  before  the  Senate  now  is 
the  amendment  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Alabama,  cosponsored  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missis- 
sippi <Mr.  Helms)  to  delete  from  the  bill 
the  cost-of-living  allowance  that  will  be 
given  to  Members  of  Congress.  He  would 
leave  the  cost-of-living  allowance  for  all 
members  of  the  judiciary  branch  and  all 
members  of  the  executive  branch,  but 
cut  the  Members  of  Congress  from  this 
cost-of-living  allowance. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  very  biased 
amendment  and  it  is  a  very  discrimina- 
tory amendment.  It  is  biased  and  dis- 
criminatory because  it  picks  on  the 
Members  of  Congress.  Its  aim  is  to  deny 
Members  of  Congress  what  is  proposed 
for  employees  of  the  judicial  branch  and 
the  executive  branch. 

Mr.  President,  why  should  Members  of 
Congress  be  denied  when  members  of  the 
judiciary  and  members  of  the  executive 
employees  receive  it?  There  is  no  good 
reason  why  Members  of  Congress  should 
be  discriminated  against  by  this  amend- 
ment. Tnerefore,  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  oppose  this  amendment  to  ex- 
clude Members  of  Congress  from  receiv- 
ing this  cost-of-living  allowance.  The 
whole  thrust  of  this  measure  before  us  is 
to  include  all  Federal  officials  and  em- 
ployees who  are  now  excluded  from  the 
Pay  Comparability  Act,  regardless  of 
whether  they  are  in  the  legislative,  ex- 
ecutive, or  judicial  branch  of  Govern- 
ment We  will  not  do  equity  if  we  start 
amending  this  bin  to  exclude  certain 
classes  or  groups  of  Federal  personnel 
not  now  receiving  pay  raises.  They  are 
all  in  the  same  boat,  the  members  of  the 
judiciary,  the  members  of  the  executive, 
and  the  Members  of  Congress.  They  have 
not  received  a  pay  adjustment  or  a  pay 
increase  since  1969,  which  is  6  years  ago. 

If  it  is  equitable  to  give  cost  of  living 
allowances  to  members  of  the  judiciary 
and  to  members  of  the  executive  branch, 
why  is  it  not  equitable  to  give  it  to 
Members  of  Congress,  all  of  them  being 
in  the  same  boat,  all  of  them  not  hav- 
ing received  a  cost  of  living  allowance  or 
an  adjustment  or  an  increase  since 
1969? 


Surely,  Mr.  President  .there  are  many 
Members  of  Congress  who  are  in  no  need 
of  any  adjustment  in  their  salary.  There 
are  those  who  even  do  not  need  a 
salary  to  be  here.  Many  citizens  of  our 
country  would  be  happy  to  come  here 
and  serve  without  pay.  But  there  are 
many  Members  of  Congress,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent 'who  are  financially  hard  pressed 
under  current  inflationary  circum- 
stances. We  all  know  that  Members  of 
Congress,  because  of  their  many  ex- 
penses, their  many  commitments,  their 
various  contributions  to  this  and  that 
charity,  barely  get  by  on  a  $42,500  sal- 
ary that  they  are  now  receiving. 

This  Senate,  Mr.  President  is  not  a 
rich  man's  club.  If  we  do  not  do  any- 
thing to  help  these  Members  who  are 
barely  getting  along  with  their  $42,500 
salary,  we  will  make  this  a  rich  man's 
club  and  the  only  persons  who  could 
come  to  Congress  will  be  those  who  are 
affluent. 

We  do  not  want  the  membership  of 
this  Senate  and  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives to^be  based  on  one's  wealth,  or 
lack  of  it.  The  Senate  should  be  open 
to  all  those  who  are  qualified  by  talent 
and  experience  to  serve  the  American 
people,  and  not  only  on  their  ability 
to  pay  the  high  cost  of  holding  an  im- 
portant public  office. 

Serving  in  the  Senate  and  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  are  young 
Members  who  do  not  have  the  financial 
means  to  live  within  the  $42,500  Income 
for  any  number  of  reasons:  to  pay  for 
the  college  education  of  their  children, 
some  of  them  with  two  or  three  children 
in  college  and  a  college  education  now 
costing  ahout  $4,000  to  $5,000  for  a 
single  student;  to  pay  for  travel  for 
themselves  and  their  wives.  I  do  not 
need  this  cost-of-living  increase,  but 
every  time  my  wife  comes  with  me  from 
Hawaii,  it  costs  her  $560  to  come  here 
and  return.  I  go  home  once  a  month 
and  it  is  $560  every  month  just  to  pay 
her  travel  expenses  on  United  Airlines. 
I  am  quite  sure  that  there  are  many 
others  who  are  in  a  more  or  less  similiar 
situation. 

I  say  I  do  not  need  this  cost-of-living 
increase.  I  can  come  here  and  serve  with- 
out pay,  but  there  are  many  Members  of 
Congress  who  need  this  money. 

What  we  are  doing  here  is  not  to  give 
them  a  salary  increase  as  they  deserve 
it  in  comparability  with  that  of  private 
industry,  but  to  give  them  this  cost-of- 
living  allowance. 

By  way  of  comparison,  Mr.  President, 
we  passed  a  bill  just  a  few  days  ago  to 
give  a  Senator's  administrative  assistant 
the  salary  of  $38,000,  and  I  have  given 
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my  administrative  assistant  a  salary  of 
$38,000.  If  we  eliminate  the  Members  of 
Congress  from  this  bill,  my  administra- 
tive assistant  will  get  the  8  percent  or 
8.6  percent,  whatever  it  may  be,  increase 
in  salary  in  October.  That  will  give  her 
an  additional  $3,040.  Then  she  will  get 
a  salary  of  $41,040,  which  is  $1,460  less 
than  what  I  am  receiving. 

As  everyone  knows,  the  financial  bur- 
dens of  a  Senator  go  far  beyond  those 
of  an  administrative  assistant.  Taking 
care  of  constituent  requests,  living  away 
from  his  home"  State,  paying  for  his 
traveling  expenses,  often  maintaining 
two  residences — all  of  these  expenses  are 
borne  by  the  Senator  alone.  The  admin- 
istrative assistant  does  not  have  these 
expenses.  Yet,  in  2  years'  time  if  this  bill 
is  passed  without  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress coming  in  under  this  bill,  the  ad- 
ministrative assistant  will  get  about 
$2,000  more  than  what  the  Senator  is 
receiving. 

The  present  $42,500  salary  for  the 
Members  of  Congress  was  established  on 
May  1,  1969,  and  not  a  single  cent  has 
been  added  to  it  since.  In  constant  1969 
dollars,  this  $42,500  salary  is  now  only 
$28,815  as  of  May  1975.  The  next  quad- 
rennial commission  will  meet  in  1976. 
It  will  make  a  recommendation  to  the 
President  at  the  end  of  1976,  and  the 
Presidenf  will  then  make  his  recommen- 
dations to  Congress  in  the  first  part  of 
1977.  If  the  Members  of  Congress  do  not 
receive  an  increase  until  1977,  the  $42,500 
salary  in  constant  dollars  of  1969  will  be 
worth  only  $22,500,  which  is  the  salary 
we  received  prior  to  January  3,  1965. 

The  bill  seeks  only  to  keep  the  con- 
gressional pay  in  step  with  the  cost  of 
living.  It  in  no  way  takes  care  of  the 
salary  adjustments  lost  during  the  past 
6  years.  In  the  past  6  years  salaries  of 
middle  and  lower  income  employees 
under  the  GS  schedule  have  increased 
by  50  percent.  The  cost  of  living  has  in- 
creased by  47  percent. 

Executives  in  private  industry  have 
increased  their  salaries  since  1969  by  44 
percent,  and  attorneys  have  increased 
their  incomes  by  44  percent.  Yet  the  Fed- 
eral judges  have  not  received  a  single 
cent  of  increase  in  their  pay.    - 

Excluding  Members  from  receiving  the 
cost  of  living  raise,  as  the  Allen-Helms 
amendment  proposes,  would  save  very 
little  in  terms  of  its  impact  on  the  total 
Federal  payroll.  The  congressional  pay- 
roll now  amounts  to  $23  million.  This  is 
minuscule  compared  to  the  annual  pay- 
roll of  $49  billion  which  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment pays  to  its  civilian  and  military 
employees. 


An  8-percent,  cost-of-living  increase 
for  the  legislative  branch  would  amount 
to  $1.8  million  a  year.  This  bill  carries  a 
cost  of  approximately  $58  million;  $42 
million  of  that  $50  million  is  to  take 
care  of  the  GS-18,  -17,  -16,  -15,  and  -14 
employees  who  are  held  down  by  the 
compression  to  a  maximum  of  $36,000.  Of 
the  remainder,  $2.4  million  goes  to  the 
executive  branch  and  $3.5  million  goes  to 
the  judiciary,  whereas  the  amount  that 
goes  to  Members  of  Congress  would  be 
only  1.9  million.  It  is  only  a  tiny  fraction 
of  the  total  package  of  cost-of-living 
increases  in  the  bill,  a  package  which 
would  amount  to  about  $50  million. 

For  these  reasons,  I  strongly  oppose 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Alabama,  because  I 
think  it  is  biased,  it  is  discriminatory, 
and  it  does  not  meet  the  present  needs 
of  many  Members  of  Congress  who  are 
in  the  same  situation  as  members  of  the 
judiciary  and  members  of  the  executive 
branch. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  we  will 
soon  be  voting  on  H.R.  2559  as  amended 
in  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee. Title  I  of  H.R.  2559  resolves  a  cur- 
rent inequity  now  faced  by  our  postal 
employees.  Should  this  legislation  pass, 
the  U.S.  Postal  Service  would  come  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Act.  This  law  would  require 
the  Postmaster  General  to  maintain  an 
effective  and  comprehensive  occupational 
and  health  program  for  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  employees.  The  Postal  Service  has 
in  many  respects,  lived  up  to  the  spirit 
of  the  law,  although  they  are  not  com- 
pelled to  do  so.  Nevertheless,  passage  of 
title  I  of  H.R.  2559  is  a. wise  one.  Mr. 
President,  I  know  of  no  opposition  to  this 
first  title  of  the  bill. 

However,  title  II  is  another,  matter.  I 
know  there  is  opposition  and  yet  the  very 
aspects  which  make  title  II  so  necessary 
also  make  it  controversial.  Title  II  would 
provide  minimal  cost  of  living  adjust- 
ments for  the  top  executive,  legislative, 
and  judicial  officers  and  employees.  Title 
II  allows  for  these  adjustments  equal  to 
the  percentage  set  forth  in  the  report 
transmitted  to  Congress  under  section 
5305  of  title  V  of  the  United  States  Code 
which  pertains  to  annual  adjustments  in 
the  rates  of  pay  under  the  general  sched- 
ule. The  adjustment  would  take  effect  at 
the  beginning  of  the  first  month  in  which 
the  adjustment  under  section  5305  oc- 
curs. Unless  altered  by  an  alternative 
plan  proposed  by  the  President  which  is 
not  disapproved  by  either  the  Senate  or 
the  House  of  Representatives,  that  ad- 
justment occurs  as  of  the  beginning  of 
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the  first  applicable  pay  period  commenc- 
ing on  or  after  October  1.  of  each  year. 

For  76  months  the  senior  civil  service 
employees  of  this  Nation  have  expe- 
rienced a  decreasing  salary.  A  decreasing 
salary  when  the  rest  of  the  Nation  has 
benefited  by  ever  increasing  income  when 
all  manner  of  goods  and  services  have 
increased  in  price  except  the  services  of 
the  men  and  women  who  manage  this 
Nation.  Title  II  of  this  bill  will  not  cor- 
rect the  current  inequity.  It  will  simply 
keep  it  from  getting  progressively  worse. 
Title  II  will  not  restore  the  47.5  percent 
loss  in  purchasing  power  the  almost  1,500 
Federal  employees  have  suffered  since 
1969.  However  it  will  provide  at  least  a 
cost-of-living  type  of  relief. 

It  is  a  stopgap  measure  at  best,  but 
it  is  a  necessary  measure.  If  this  measure 
is  not  adopted  and  nothing  is  done  to  at 
least  keep  abreast  of  inflation  for  these 
individuals  affected  by  this  legislation, 
the  salary  recommendations  of  the  Com- 
mission on  Executive,  Legislative,  and 
Judicial  Salaries  will  be  so  significant 
that  public  reaction  may  well  be  so  nega- 
tive as  to  prevent  any  meaningful  adjust- 
ment even  in  1977.  And  yet  we  must  do 
something  to  insure  that  the  public  o£- 
ficials  will  no  longer  face  constantly  de- 
creasing purchasing  power.  We  must  do 
something  to  insure  that  our  top  echelon 
of  Federal  employees  do  not  suffer  for 
their  dedication  to  duty.  At  least  title  II 
of  H.R.  2559  will  allow  these  Government 
employees  the  dignity  of  a  constant,  even 
though  inadequate,  rather  than  decreas- 
ing salary. 

Too  often  as  we  debate  the  question  of 
congressional,  executive,  and  judicial 
salary  increases  we  think  in  terms  of  re- 
action to  an  increase  for  ourselves  rather 
than  the  effect  on  the  other  two  branches 
of  Government.  And  yet  we  cannot  sepa- 
rate ours  from  the  other  two  without 
putting  into  question  the  constitutional 
balance  of  powers.  We  need  to  take  only 
a  brief  look  at  the  incredible  morale 
problems  created  by  the  compression  of 
GS-15  individuals  receiving  the  same  in- 
come as  GS-18's.  Unless  it  affects  the 
top  echelon  of  Government  the  annual 
pay  comparability  increase  will,  because 
of  the  compression  factor  continue  to 
make  the  situation  worse.  It  is  expected 
that  with  the  October  1  Federal  compar- 
ability pay  increase  the  compression  will 
reach  into  the  GS-14  level.  Without 
question  this  compression  weakens  two 
statutory  pay  principles  of  internal 
equity:  First,  equal  pay  for  equal  work, 
and  second,  the  maintenance  of  pay  dis- 
tinctions in  keeping  with  work  and  per- 


formance distinction.  One  hundred  per- 
cent of  the  employees  in  GS-17  and  GS- 
18,  89  percent  of  GS-16,  and  19  percent  of 
GS-15  now  receive  the  same  income. 

The  statutory  pay  principle  requires 
that  those  paid  the  same  should  have 
equal  responsibilities.  Quite  obviously 
this  is  not  the  case  now.  This  is  a  poor 
management  situation,  which  simply 
would  not  be  tolerated  in  private  indus- 
try. A  June  1974  study  by  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Commission  showed  that  the  inter- 
grade  differentials  between  the  private 
sector  equivalents  and  GS-15   through 

GS-18  were  as  follows: 

Percent 

Between  grades:  differential 

GS-15  and   GS-16 24.6 

GS-16  and  GS-17 26.3 

GS-17  and   GS-18 27.5 

To  continue  the  folly  of  keeping  the 
$36,000  ceiling  on  executive  salaries  will 
not  only  further  distort  pay  distinction 
in  keeping  with  work  distinction,  but  will 
continue  to  reduce  the  morale  within  the 
work  force  and  have  a  negative  impact 
upon  the  career  incentives  of  employees 
entering  the  career  service. 

We  need  only  to  contact  department 
heads  and  talk  to  them  about  the  de- 
creasing salary  situation  and  what  it  is 
doing  to  the  early  retirement  of  valued 
employees  and  the  inability  of  these 
agencies  to  recruit  the  necessary  people 
to  carry  out  the  legislation  of  this  branch 
compared  to  the  1975  purchasing  power 
to  understand  why  this  problem  exists. 


Salary 
Executive  March 

Level  1969 


Purchasing  power 
May  January 

1975  1977 


I $60,000"  $40,680  $36,570 

11—1= 42,500  28,815  25,904 

HI ..__     40,000  27,120  24,380 

IV _     38, 000  25,764  23,161 

V 36,000  24,408  21,942 

The  judicial  branch  faces  the  same 
kinds  of  problems  according  to  a  De- 
partment of  Labor  survey.  Attorney's 
fees  have  risen  44  percent  since  1969 
while  the  salaries  of  U.S.  judges  have 
remained  the  same.  The  average  salary 
of  State  chief  judges  have  increased 
more  than  44  percent  during  this  same 
period  of  time.  In  my  own  State,  a  dis- 
tinguished member  of  the  State  supreme 
court  resigned  to  become  a  member  of 
the  Federal  district  court.  To  do  so  re- 
quired that  he  take  a  reduction  in  salary 
in  excess  of  $8,000.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment was  lucky  to  obtain  the  services 
of  such  an  honorable,  and  dedicated  in- 
dividual. However,  my  friends,  it  is  wrong 
in  my  opinion  to  require  men  of  such 
dedication  to  take  financial  tosses.  It  is 
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wrong  to  require  men  of  talent  and  dedi- 
cation to  the  Federal  system  to  face  con- 
tinuing decreases  in  purchasing  power. 
It  is  wrong  for  us  to  expect  them  to  con- 
tinually offer  their  skills  at  a  salary 
$15,000  to  $25,000  less  than  they  could 
obtain  in  private  industry. 

I  want  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee  report  on  this  measure, 
H.R.  2559.  It  is  an  excellent  report  and 
it  contains  a  great  deal  of  information 
that  I  hope  the  Members  of  this  body 
will  look  at  closely.  Let,  me  close  by 
quoting  from  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  James  B. 
Cardwell.  The  situation  we  find  our- 
selves in  relating  to  salaries  of  the  indi- 
viduals affected  by  this  legislation  "is  not 
smart  government.  It  is  not  smart  eco- 
nomics. For.  that  matter,  it  is  not  smart 
anything."  I  heartily  concur. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  oppose 
title  II  of  the  bill,  the  portion  that  was 
added  by  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee.lt  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  original  purpose  of  the  bill,  and  if 
Senators  will  turn  to  their  copies  of  the 
bill,  H.R.  2559,  they  will  see  that  title  I, 
the  Postal  Service,  extends  only  for  some 
11  lines.  It  places  the  Postal  Service  un- 
der the  Occupational  Safety  ,and  Health 
Act.  That  was  the  purpose  of  the  bill. 
But  the  main  purpose  of  the  bill  as  it 
now  stands  is  to  provide  guaranteed  an- 
nual salary  raises  for  people  in  the  ex- 
ecutive department,  in  the  legislative 
department,  and  in  the  judicial  depart- 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  if  Congress 
wanted  to  raise  its  salary,  it  should  do 
so. in  a  direct,  head-on  approach,  and 
that  we  should  not  seek  to  raise  our 
salary  by  a  method  that  will  be  dis- 
guised, a  backdoor  approach  to  a  salary 
raise. 

Considering  the  history  of  salary  raises 
here  in  Congress,  I  think  -it  is  interesting 
to  note — and  this  table  is  contained  in 
the  retirement  contract  that  Members 
of  Congress,  and  I  assume  all  Federal 
employees,  have — it  gives  a  history  of  the 
compensation  of  Members  of  Congress 
dating  back  to  August  1,  1920.  At  that 
time,  the  compensation  was  $7,500,  and 
it  stayed  at  that  figure  until  March  2, 
1925.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
table  from  which  I  am  reading  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Period: 

8-1-20  to  3-2-25. _. 

3-3-25   to  l-2-47_ _. 

1-3-47  ,to  l-2-53__. 


1-3-53   to  3-31-54. 


4-1-54   to  2-28-55._ 

3-1-55  to    1-2-65 

1-3-65   to  2-28-69. _ 
3-1-69   and  after__. 


Basic  salary  rate 

$7,500. 

$10,000. 

$12,500. 

$12,500  (i*  deposit 
for  expense  allow- 
ance is  not  made). 

$15,000  <1T  deposit 
for  expense  allow- 
ance is  made). 

$15,000. 

$22,500. 

$30,000. 

$42,500. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Then,  Mr.  President,  on 
March  3,  1925,  the  salary  was  set  at 
$10,000,  and  that  salary  remained  con- 
stant, then,  for  22  years.  Starting  in  1925 
we  had  an  inflationary  period  that  ex- 
tended on  through  1929;  yet  there  was 
no  adjustment,  and  the  salary  stayed  at 
$10,000.  But  the  purpose  of  the  legisla- 
tion before  us  at  this  time  is  to  guaran- 
tee, without  further  action  on  the  part 
of  Congress,  annual  salary  raises. 

One  of  the  worst  features  of  this  ap- 
proach, as  I  see  it,  in  addition  to  not 
meeting  the  issue  head  on  but  coming 
in  the  back  door  with  a  nongermane 
amendment  added  in  committee,  is  the 
fact  that  this  method  will  set  up  a 
built-in  conflict  of  interest  on  the  part 
of  every  Member  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives and  the  Senate. 

Why  is  that  so?  Members  of  Congress 
would  be  placed  on  the  same  basis,  as 
regards  salary  and  salary  increases,  as 
other  Federal  employees;  and  we  know 
the  system  is  for  the  cost-of-living  in- 
crease be  computed,  and  the  President 
can  allow  that  amount,  or  can  seek  to  set 
a  lesser  amount.  We  hear  discussion  now 
that  whereas  the  Members  are  entitled 
to  an  8.6-percent  raise,  I  believe  there 
is  some  thought  that  the  President  might 
set  it  at  a  lesser  figure. 

One  can  imagine  that  Presidential 
plan  coming  before  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  the  Senate.  With  the 
Members  of  Congress  profiting  by  the 
higher  figure,  would  it  be  possible  for 
the  Members  of  Congress  to  look  at  the 
salaries  of  the  other  Federal  employees 
in  an  objective. fashion?  I  suggest  that 
it  might  be  difficult  for  that  to  happen. 
I  do  not  feel  that  we  should  build  in 
a  conflict  of  interest.  We  always  try  to 
avoid  conflicts  of  interest,  but  here  we 
are  setting  one  up  voluntarily. 

The  point  was  made  yesterday  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia  (Mr. 
Harry  F.  Byrd,  Jr.)  that  this  would  in- 
sulate Members  of  Congress  from  the 
effects  of  inflation.   They  would  never 
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feel  the  inflation,  because  their  salaries 
would  go  up  based  on  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  living. 

That  is  not  the  right  image,  it  seems  to 
the  Senator  from  Alabama,  for  Congress 
to  project:  to  build  for  itself  an  escape 
mechanism  whereby  Members  of  Con- 
gress will  escape  the  ravages  of  inflation, 
but  John  Q.  Citizen  has  got  to  fend  for 
himself.  That  hardly  seems  right,  at  this 
time  of  inflation  and  recession,  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  to  look  after  themselves, 
look  after  No.  1,  and  then  have  little  or 
no  thought  about  the  fate  of  the  cit- 
izenry generally. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  want  to  pro- 
long the  debate  on  this  issue.  I  know 
Members  of  the  Senate  have  heard  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  discuss  at  length 
a  number  of  matters  recently:  The  Vot- 
ing Rights  Act,  consumer  protection,  the 
post  card  registration — and  I  will  be 
meeting  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Wyoming  later  on  that  issue. 

We  can  discuss  those  matters  at 
length,  and  Members  of  the  Senate  will 
take  that  delay  in  good  grace.  But  I  just 
wonder  how  Members  of  the  Senate 
might  take  extended  debate  on  a  matter 
that  directly  affects  their  personal  in- 
terests. So  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is 
going  to  make  an  effort,  by  logic  and 
showing  the  inconsistencies  and  the  lack 
of  wisdom  of  this  move,  to  convince 
enough  Members  of  the  Senate  to  kill 
this  amendment,  or,  failing  in  that,  to 
kill  the  entire  bill. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes,  I  will  be  delighted. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  am  sure  the  Senator, 
in  his  fairness,  quoting  the  figures  that 
he  did  about  the  past  income  of  Members 
of  Congress,  will  recall  that  It  Is  only 
recently  that  we  have  adopted  rather 
stringent  rules.  For  instance,  the  Amer- 
ican Bar  Association  has  adopted  very 
stringent  rules  about  having  outside  in- 
come once  lawyers  become  Members  of 
this  body.  I  can  remember  the  days  when 
I  served  downtown  in  the  executive 
branch.  Then  many  of  the  Members  of 
this  body  argued  cases  before  the  Su- 
preme Court  ,and  had  thriving  law 
practices. 

Having  established  these  new  guide- 
lines in  order  to  protect  the  public  in- 
terest, does  not  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama think  that  we  have  a  continuing 
obligation  to  maintain  a  comparable  In- 
come scale  so  far  as  the  Members  of  this 
body  are  concerned? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  Senator  seems  to  be 
talking  about  the  $15,000  limitation  on 


honorariums.  I  think  that  is  adequate 
myself.  ,         v 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  am  talking  about 
total  compensation  of  the  Members  of 
the  Senate. 

I  spent  the  better  part  of  my  adult 
life  as  a  practicing  lawyer.  Yet,  I  cannot 
practice  law  now  and  receive  an  income 
from  that. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Certainly. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Does  not  that  have 
some  impact  upon  the  view  of  the  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama  as  far  as  a  cost-of- 
living  adjustment  for  Members  of  the 
Senate  who  have  no  outside  Income  and 
have  no  personal  fortunes  to  rely  upon? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  If  the  Senate  feels  that 
way  about  it,  I  think  it  could  well  pass 
direct  legislation  on  this  issue  and  not 
pass  for  itself  a  guaranteed  annual  In- 
crease in  salary.  That  is  one  of  the 
features  to  which  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama objects,  the  back-door  approach  on 
this  issue. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
one  question.  He  is  familiar  with  State 
legislatures.  I  served  in  the  Alaska  State 
legislature.  Does  the  Senator  know  of 
any  State  legislature — incidentally  they 
serve  2,  3,  4  months  out  of  the  year — 
that  receives  In  terms  of  annual  income 
approximately  one-fifth  of  the.  salary  of 
the  Chief  Executive?  Is  there  any  reason 
why  we  should  work  full  time,  and  do  we 
work  full  time  at  our  jobs  now  as  United 
States  Senators,  and  receive  a  salary 
that  is  one-fifth  of  that  of  the  Chief 
Executive,  and  he  has  other  allowances 
on  top  of  that? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  say,  to  show  the  view 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama  on  that 
issue,  I  voted  against  doubling  the  Presi- 
dent's salary  back  in  1969. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Yes,  I  know  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  is  consistent,  and  I 
admire  him  for  that  consistency.  At  the 
same  time,  this  is  a  mere  cost-of-living 
adjustment  which  is  basically  not  just  for 
ourselves  but  for  the  people  in  the  su- 
pergrades  and  now  down  to  the  14  and  15 
grade  levels  in  the  executive  branch. 

I  would  mention  to  my  friend  from 
Alabama  one -other  thing:  A  great  friend 
of  mine,  who  happens  to  be  a  Democrat, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  left  the  State  su- 
preme court  and  became  a  UJS.  district 
judge  in  my  State.  He  now  receives  less 
income  as  U.S.  district  judge  than  he 
would  have  if  he  had  stayed  on  the 
State  supreme  court. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Alabama  tell  me 
why  we  should  ignore  the  needs  of  our 
judiciary  when  the  States  and  the  mu- 
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nicipalities  all  over  the  country  are  rec- 
ognizing the  great  need  to  increase  the 
salaries  of  the  judiciary,  their  chief  ex- 
ecutives, and  people  in  their  Govern- 
ment? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama said  that,  if  the  Senate  feels  that 
way  about  it,  it  ought  to  introduce  legis- 
lation providing  for  a  salary  raise  and 
not  to  try  this  backdoor  approach. 

I  am  glad  the  Senator  mentioned  the 
judiciary.  The  Supreme  Court  Justices 
receive  $60,000  a  year,  and  they  get  re- 
tirement at  $60,000  a  year,  without  pay- 
ing a  single  penny  into  any  retirement 
fund.  Yet  they  are  included  in  this.  I 
think  that  is  wrong.  I  think  there  is  some 
glaring  inconsistencies  in  this  schedule. 

I  noticed,  for  instance,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  receives 
$42,500.  He  is  possibly  the  second  most 
powerful  man  in  the  country  as  regards 
the  economy  of  the  country.  Yet  he  is  on 
the  same  level  as  the  Deputy  Secretary 
of  Defense.  He  is  way  below  the  Supreme 
Court  Justice  and  just  about  on  a  par 
with  the  district  court  judge. 

These  consistencies  are  built  into  this 
legislation,  and  they  start  out  from 
there. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  Federal  Ju- 
diciary, particularly  the  Supreme  Court, 
deserves  any  increase  at  all.  To  build 
into  them  an  annual  increase  in  com- 
pensation I  think  is  very  unwise  and  cer- 
tainly is  against  the  public  interest,  as 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  sees  it. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Will  the 
Senator  read  the  figure  again  for  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  Chairman? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  $42,500. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  The  rea- 
son I  asked  that  is  I  am  looking  at  this 
table  of  military  compensation,  and  the 
regular  military  compensation  for  major 
generals  is  $43,387. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  So,  the 
point  that  the  Senator  from  Alabama  is 
suggesting  is  that  this  legislation  com- 
pounds a  differential  in  the  salaries 
which  the  Senator  from  Alabama  thinks 
is  unwise. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  That  is  correct. 

I  notice  here,  for  instance,  alongside 
the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  is  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Dep- 
uty Secretary  of  Transportation,  two 
deputy  Secretaries  of  Defense,  and  yet 


he  is  there  at  the  same  compensation.  He 
certainly  ought  to  be  up  on  the  level  with 
the  Supreme  Court  Justices. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield  to  me  for  questions 
and  a  brief  comment? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes,  I  am  delighted  to 
yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  One  thing  that  I 
have  wondered  about  Is  the  comparison 
of  the  pay  that  a  Senator  gets  with  his 
highest  paid  office  assistant.  That  is  set 
at  $38,000.  He  gets  the  cost-of-living  in- 
crease, as  do  all  of  our  assistants,  as  I 
understand  it. 

Within  a  year  or  a  little  over  the  Sen- 
ator's top  assistant,  my  top  assistant,  the 
top  assistant  in  every  Senator's  office,  if 
he  is  being  paid  $38,000 — frankly  I  do  not 
pay  that  $38,000 — but  if  he  receives  the 
benefit  of  the  cost  of  living,  within  less 
than  2  years,  he  will  be  receiving  more 
than  a  Senator  receives. 

How  are  we  going  to  straighten  that 
out? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  That  would  be  if  they  are 
included  in  this  they  would  naturally  get 
the  cost  increase.  But  if  we  do  not  set  this 
up,  then  they  would  be  governed  by  the 
$38,000  limit,  and  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress would  be  at  $42,500.  So,  if  we  ex- 
clude them,  then  the  Senator  would  not 
have  them  going  higher  than  the  $38,000. 

This  bill  lifts  the  ceiling,  and  if  we  con- 
tinue to  have  8  and  10  percent  inflation, 
by  compounding  that  each  year,  it  would 
not  take  but  about  8  years  to  double  the 
salaries  because  there  is  no  ceiling  on  it 
at  alii  so  we  double  these  salaries,  and 
have  the  Supreme  Court  Justices  making 
$120,000. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.'  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  I  say  this:  I 
have  no  desire  to  raise  my  salary  or  to 
have  my  salary  raised.  I  do  not  have  an 
easy  time  of  it,  because  I  do  not  have  the 
outside  income  that  so  many  people  may 
have,  and  I  certainly  do  not  have  any  in- 
dependent resources  or  assets,  but  I  can 
live  on  $42,500.  It  is  not  easy.  I  will  say 
that.  But  it  just  seems  to  me  that  if  the 
cost  of  living  increase  is  to  be  applied  to 
the  employees  in  our  offices  and  across 
the  board  in  the  executive  department, 
in  the  judiciary,  in  the  other  departments 
and  agencies  of  Government,  there  ought 
to  be  some  arrangements  whereby  they 
will  not  be  pushed  above  the  pay  of  Sen- 
ators and  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

I  served  here  for  a  long  time  at 
$10,000.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  short  time 
before  I  came  to  the  House— I  believe  it 
was   just   prior   to   my   coming   to   the 
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House — the     salary     was     raised     from 
$8,500  to  $10,000. 1  served  at  $10,000  until 
that  was  increased,  I  believe  in  1946. 
•    Mr.  ALLEN.  I  think  that  is  right.  1947. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  It  was  effective  in 
1947.  The  law  was  passed  in  1946,  as  I 
recall. 

By  the  way,  prior  to  that  time,  we  had 
no  retirement,  either.  The  congressional 
retirement  was  set  up  in  the  act  of  1946. 
I  think  that  was  a  great  help  to  all  of  us. 
Of  course,  we  pay  for  that. 

As  I  understand  the  law,  80  percent  is 
the  highest  that  a  Senator  or  a  Repre- 
sentative can  receive  on  retirement.  That 
represents  32  years  of  service.  I  have  39 
years  of  service.  They  just  are  taking  any 
pension  deduction  from  my  salary.  So 
these  increases  have  not  always  worked 
to  the  extent  that  they  would  take  care 
of  other  things  that  were  added. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  still  am  a  little 
surprised  each  month  when  the  state- 
ment comes  from  my  bank  or  from  the 
disbursing  office  here,  showing  me  what 
my  gross  pay  is  for  that  month  and 
showing  all  the  deductions,  so  that  it 
does  not  leave  a  very  big  pay. 

They  still  take  out  my  retirement  de- 
duction, even  though  I  am  at  the  point 
where  80  percent  is  available.  I  say,  in 
all  fairness,  that  it  is  applied,  as  I  under- 
stand, to  pay  up  for  the  10  years  that  I 
served  before  the  1946  Act  went  into 
effect.  But  those  deductions  are  pretty 
serious. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  know  that. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  Senator  knows 
that,  because  he' receives  the  same  kind 
of  slip  I  do. 

I  repeat:  I  am  not  for  raising  my 
salary,  but  it  does  seem  to  me  that  if 
the  employees  in  our  offices  are  going  to 
get  that,  and  if  it  pushes  up  their 
salaries 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  Senator  mentioned  a 
moment  ago — I  believe  it  was  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii — that  is  used  to  be  a  $36,000 
limit  and  then  it  rose  to  $38,000.  By  hav- 
ing a  limit  on  what  they  can  go  to,  it 
keeps  them  from  going  over  what  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  receives. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  believe  the  $38,000 
limit  was  set  just  in  the  last  Legislative 
Reorganization  Act. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  That  will  keep  it  from 
going  over  the  senatorial  salary. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  The  ceiling  was  set 
at  $38,000.  The  Senator  says  that  the 
cost  of  living  is  not  added  to  that.  If  that 
is  an  absolute  limit,  I  suppose  the  cost 
of  living  is  not  added.  But  I  think  we 
should  give  very  careful  consideration 
to  the  cost  of  living  amount  that  is  given 
generally  to  employees  of  all  the  depart- 
ments and  agencies  of  Government. 


Mr.  ALLEN.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Alabama  pointed  out  that  when  we  have 
to  face  this  issue  of  whether  a  10-percent 
raise  will  go  into  effect,  or  a  lesser  figure 
possibly  set  by  the  President  of,  say,  5 
percent,  and  then  Congress  is  called  upon 
to  pass  on  that,  will  they  not  have  a  spe- 
cial conflicting  interest  in  the  action 
they  take  with  respect  to  that  raise? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  agree  that  that  is 
a  serious  question.  So  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, I  would  be  perfectly  willing  for 
the  President  or  the  Commission  to  han- 
dle it — I  believe  that  under  the  setup 
now,  the  Commission  is  supposed  to  make 
the  recommendation — without  our  hav- 
ing to  do  anything  about  it.  But  that  is 
just  not  the  way  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  do  not  see  how  we 
are  going  to  take- any  action  at  any  time 
and  avoid  what  might  be  considered  a 
conflict  of  interest. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  support  the  amendment  in- 
troduced by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alabama  (Mr.  Allen)  to  exclude 
Members  of  Congress  and  officials  of  the 
legislative  branch  from  the  automatic 
pay  increases  provided  in  H.R.  2559. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  certainly  in  agree- 
ment  with  the  Comptroller  General  when 
he  states  that  there  is  a  critical  need  for 
a  better  system  for  adjusting  top  execu- 
tive, legislative,  and  judicial  salaries. 
There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  fail- 
ure to  adjust  top  officials'  salaries  has 
created  inequities  and  is  having  serious 
adverse  effects  on  recruitment,  retention, 
and  incentives  for  advancement  through 
the  Federal  service.  In  addition,  the  com- 
pression problems  in  other  pay  systems 
is  becoming  more  severe.  For  many  quali- 
fied top  Federal  employees,  retirement  is 
now  more  financially  attractive  than 
continuing  to  work.  We  need  to  provide 
increases  for  these  people  if  we  are  to 
retain  their  services  and  provide  good 
government.  Such  arguments  are  good 
reasons  for  providing  comparability  for- 
mula increases  for  employees  in  the  ex- 
ecutive and  judicial  branches  of  Govern- 
ment. But,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  no 
justification  for  including  Members  of 
Congress  within  these  salary  adjustment 
provisions." 

This  is  both  the  wrong  time  and  the 
wrong  approach  to  increasing  pay  for 
Members  of  Congress.  This  would  be  an 
extremely  poor  example  for  the  Congress 
to  set  at  a  time  when  we  are  asking  the 
American  people  to  make  sacrifices  and 
show  restraint  so  that  we  can  fight  in- 
flation, overcome  recession,  and  deal  with 
the  energy  crisis. 

Once   we  have  balanced   the  Federal 
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budget,  returned  full  employment  to  our 
economy,  and  formed  a  comprehensive 
and  sound  energy  policy,  then  Congress 
can  in  good  conscience  consider  increas- 
ing its  own  pay. 

Congress  already  has  a  negative  image 
with  more  than  80  percent  of  the  Ameri- 
can people.  My  mail  indicates  that  Ari- 
zonans  are  incensed  by  the  increases  in 
Senate  staffing  and  by  the  increasing  ex- 
pense allowances  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives. 

Now  we  have  before  us  a  proposal  to 
increase  our  own  salaries,  and  the  vote 
comes  on  the  eve  of  a  month-long  con- 
gressional vacation. 

Congress  is  supposed  to  help  provide 
leadership  for  our  country.  This  pay  in- 
crease, hidden  as  it  is  in  a  postal  safety 
bill,  will  only  serve  to  further  undermine 
public  confidence.  It  will  damage  our 
credibility  and  thus  diminish. the  pos- 
sibility that  Congress  can  recover  and 
join  the  administration  in  leading  our 
country  back  to  a  solid  economic  footing. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  that  I  do  not 
oppose  salary  increases  for  all  Federal 
employees.  I  recognize  that  there  are 
many  talented  and  dedicated  officials 
who  have  had  their  pay  frozen  for  the 
past  6  years.  We  must  provide  increases 
for  such  persons  if  we  are  to  retain  their 
services  and  provide  good  government. 
But  Congress  should  not  be  included  in 
the  plan  proposed  in  H.R.  2559. 

For  these  reasons  I  urge  my  colleagues 
to  join  me  in  supporting  the  Allen 
amendment  to  delete  section  204  of  the 
bill  and  to  vote  against  automatic  pay 
increases  for  the  Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  of  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr. 
Allen)  ,  which  deletes  from  the  bill  pro- 
visions for  salary  adjustments  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  high  level  Federal 
officials.  I  feel  that  it  would  be  an  in- 
justice to  the  American  people  for  us  to 
vote  ourselves  and  other  Federal  officials 
a  pay  raise  during  these  times  of  eco- 
nomic uncertainty.  It  is  time  we  in  Con- 
gress started  showing  some  fiscal  re- 
straint, and  I  can  think  of  no  better 
place  to  start  than  with  our  own  salaries. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  ridiculous  for  Con- 
gress to  even  contemplate  giving  itself  a 
pay  raise.  We  have  a  high  rate  of  unem- 
ployment in  America,  and  many  of  our 
fellow  citizens  are  having  to  make  sacri- 
fices every  day.  The  Senate  should  show 
its  concern  for  the  citizens  of  our  coun- 
try by  passing  this  amendment  and  re- 
fusing to  hike  high-level  Federal  sal- 
aries. 

During  my  tenure  in  public  office,  I 


have  never  voted  to  increase  my  own 
salary,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  change 
that  policy  now. .  _. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Hawaii  made 
a  very  valid  point  a  moment  ago  when  he 
said  that  if  we  are  adding  the  Cabinet, 
the  sub-Cabinet,  and  all  the  judiciary,  it 
would  not  be  right  to  exclude  Congress 
from  this  legislation.  While  I  do  not 
agree  entirely  with  him,  in  following  that 
suggestion,  I  have  two  amendments  at 
the,  desk.  The  first  one  I  filed  did  ex- 
clude Members  of  Congress  from  this 
guaranteed  annual  salary  raise. 

The  second  amendment  strikes  all  the 
bill  after  title  I — in  other  words,  what 
was  added,  the  nongermane  portion.  So 
that  would  not  be  acting  with  bias 
against  the  Members  of  Congress.  It  was 
just  not  to  make  this  available  to  any- 
body. In  other  words,  it  would  leave  a  bill 
that  has  not  had  a  nongermane  amend- 
ment added  to  it.  So  I  am  going  to  with- 
draw my  first  amendment  and  offer  my 
second  amendment. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  wishes  to  make  a 
statement  in  his  own  right,  for  3  or  4 
minutes. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  will  yield  the  floor  as 
soon  as  the  amendment  is  stated. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  wanted  to  make  a  cou- 
ple of  points  with  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama,  and  I  did  not  want 
to  delay  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  any 
longer,  if  that  is  agreeable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  has   the  floor. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  yield,  without  yielding  the  floor, 
so  that  I  might  extend  the  colloquy  with 
him? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  (Mr.  Allen) 
proposes  an  amendment: 

On  page  2,  beginning  on  line  17,  strike  all 
after  title  I  down  through  line  2  on  page 
13. 

Mr.  ALLEN/ Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
think  any  of  us  here  do  not  view  this 
matter  with  a  great  deal  of  mixed 
emotions. 

I  am  sympathetic  to  what  the  Senator 
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from  Alabama  seeks  to  do.  I  am  sympa- 
thetic to  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  with  regard  to  the  need 
for  continued  inflation  consciousness,  if 
we  can  put  it  that  way,  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate.  Yet,  I  know  the  problem  of  the 
executive  branch  in  its  inability  to  re- 
tain or  attract  competent  people. 

I  am  not  so  sure  that  I  do  not  think 
perhaps  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  the 
best  approach  by  placing  Congress  in 
a  position  in  which  we  would  be  re- 
quired to  face  this  matter  on  its  own 
merit.  That,  to  me,  makes  a  great  deal 
of  sense.  It  is  an  issue  we  should  face  up 
to,  individually  and  personally,  and  with- 
in our  own  States, 

But  I  do  think  something  has  been 
missing  from  the  debate  here,  which  I 
would  like  to  raise  for  myself,  anyway. 
The  problem  of  compaction  is  an  enor- 
mous problem.  I  tnink  the  Senator  said 
that  we  have  three  grade  levels  running 
into  the  same  ceiling.  We  will  have  two 
or  three  more  before  the  end  of  the  year. 
We  just  cannot  allow  that  to  continue. 
We  have  to  break  that  logjam.  We  have 
to  be  able  to  attract  a  better  quality  of 
people  in  the  top  levels  of  Government. 

Frankly,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  a 
well-paid  executive  who  earns  his  pay  is 
worth  20  or  30  times  what  he  is  paid. 
One  man  at  $45,000  or  $50,000  a  year, 
making  that  pay,  is.  worth  100  people  at 
$10,000.  He  is  a  good  buy;  he  is  a  good 
investment. 

The  frustration  with  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation  is  that  it  does  deal 
with  the  compaction  problem.  It  does  not 
deal  with  the  pressure  point — the  surge 
from  underneath,  the  grades  6  or  8 
through  13. 

If  we  look  at  the  pay  tables  and  com- 
pare mobility  scales  among  local  and 
State  governments,  the  private  sector 
and  the  Federal  Government,  we  will 
find  that  in  the  last  decade  or  so,  govern- 
mental salaries,  in  toto,  are  going  up  at 
a  far  higher  rate  than  private.  We  have 
taken  care  of  our  own.  Even  State  pay- 
rolls are  up  100  or  90  percent  more  than 
the  comparable  wages  in  private  enter- 
prise. If  we  do  not  deal  with  that  prob- 
lem pretty  quickly,  in  some  States,  like 
my  own,  it  is  getting  almost  impossible 
for  private  enterprise  to  compete  with 
its  own  Government  that  it  is  financing 
with  its  own  tax  dollar.  Doggone  it,  that 
is  wrong. 

I  would  be  delighted  to  support  this 
bill  that  is  now  before  us,  because  I  do 
agree  with  the  merits  of  paying  people 
what  they  are  worth  and  getting  the 
right  kind  of  management  in  the  Gov- 
ernment. It  is  desperately  needed;  no- 
body can  argue  that.  But  I  do  not  see 


how  I  can  argue  that  point  when  we  are 
talking  about  $50  million  being  a  worthy 
expenditure  and  we  are  not  dealing  with 
$5     billion    ^underneath     the     pressure 

cooker 

Mr.  FONG.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  BROCK  (continuing).  That  is  in 
excess  of  what  we  ought  to  be  doing. 
I  am  delighted  to  yield  to  the  Senator. 
Mr.  FONG.  In  1974,  the  President,  on 
the  recommendation  of  the  Quadrennial 
Commission,  recommended  aj)ay  raise 
which,  If  we  had  enacted  It,  would  have 
eliminated  the  compression.  I  am  quite 
sure  that  the  Senator  voted  against  that 
bill. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Yes,  I  did.  I  sure  did. 
Mr.    FONG.    That   was    the   bill    that 
would  have  done  the  job. 

Mr.  BROCK.  I  understand  that,  I  say 
to  the  Senator.  I  felt  at  that  time,  and 
I  feel  today,  that  I  had  an  obligation  to 
accept  some  of  the  penalty  that  was  be- 
ing imposed  on  the  American  people  gen- 
erally for  the  excesses  of  this  Govern- 
ment. We  create  inflation  and  if  we  are 
insulated  from  it,  as  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  said,  individually,  maybe  we  do 
not  pay  as  much  attenton  to  the  effect 
of  our  own  actions  as  we  should. 

The  Senator,  and  I  agree  with  him  95 
percent  of  the  time,  is  not  a  part  of  the 
problem.  He  knows  that  I  have  that  re- 
spect for  him.  I  do  not  criticize  the  Sen- 
ator. I  am  just  saying  for  myself  that  at 
that  time,  I  could  not  vote  for  it  because 
I  felt  we  had  an  obligation  to  say  that  we 
are  going  to  carry  our  share  of  the  load 
as  we  are  asking  the  American  people  to. 
Maybe  I  was  right,  maybe  I  was  wrong. 
I  do  not  know. 

What  I  am  trying  to  address  today  is 
not  the  problem  of  compression  of  pay  or 
compaction.  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
premise  that  the  Senator  wants  to  estab- 
lish, taking  this  lid  off  and  attracting  the 
kind  of  people  we  have  to  have  to  do  a 
decent  job  for  the  American  people  and 
their  government.  I  accept  the  Senator's 
principle  and  I  should  like  to  support 
it.  What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  it  is 
very  hard  for  me  to  vote  for  this  bill, 
that  deals  only  with  the  tip  of  the  ice- 
berg, when  I  do  not  see  anything  to  do 
with  the  base  problem,  which  is  this  mas- 
sive base  of  the  pyramid,  forcing  the  cost 
of  government— and  that  means  taxpay- 
ers' dollars — right  up  through  the  ceil- 
ing. That  is  where  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Will  the  Senator  yield  for 
a  comment  on  that  point? 

Mr.  BROCK.  I  am  delighted  to  yield. 
Mr.  McGEE.  The  committee  prepared 
an   assault   on    the    whole   compression 
question   this   spring.   We   worked   very 
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hard  on  it.  We  had  our  negotiations  with 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
and  with  the  President.  The  decision  was 
finally  made — and  this  was  the  compro- 
mise that  was  worked  out — and  it  is  fair 
to  report  it;  it  is  no  guarded  secret  at 
all — that  now,  this  year,  because  of  the 
climate  and  all  that  goes  with  it,  the 
President  felt  very  strongly  above  moving 
in  the  direction  of  changing  the  cost  of 
living  formula  so  that  it  would  include 
these  groups  as  a  sheer  matter  of  con- 
structive equity.  It  had  nothing  to  do 
with  salary  restructuring. 

Then  he  committed  himself  to  hav- 
ing the  Presidential  commission — a 
quadrennial  commission,  which  means 
next  year,  in  January — address  itself  to 
the  overall  problem  and  make  recom- 
mendations to  the  President  that  'he 
would  submit  to  Congress.  That  is  the 
way  that,  finally,  the  whole  larger  ques- 
tion that  the  Senator  so  rightly  puts 
his  finger  on  was  resolved  for  this  mo- 
ment. It  was  the  President's  decision 
that  this  was  the  better  way  to  go  at  it 
now.  He  felt  that  the  time  was  not  ready 
for  the  other  step  and  he  commits  him- 
self to  the  committee,  and  to  Congress 
in  doing  so,  to  make  that  study  and  that 
report  to  Congress.  That  will  be  the 
result  of  the  Presidential  commission 
study  that  begins  next  January. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Tli at  I  really  do  appre- 
ciate. That  is  an  assurance  I  value  and 
I  am  grateful  for  it. 

The  Senator  understands,  I  think,  my 
concern.  I  grant  that  I  am  slow  to  rise 
to  the  changing  events  of  today's  world. 
We  are  moving  awfully  fast.  But  it  is 
terribly  hard  for  me  to  justify  telling 
the  people  of  Tennessee  that  they  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  taxes  to  pay  a  GS- 
13  $38,000  a  year.  There  is  just  nobody 
down  home  who  makes  that  kind  of 
money.  They  do  not  mind  paying  some- 
body— I  think  my  State  would  pay  any- 
body $100,000  a  year  if  he  would  cut  out 
some  of  the  things  that  are  going  on  up 
here — if  he  were  a  good  manager  and 
were  able  to  reduce  some  of  the  waste. 
That  is  why  I  am  sympathetic  to  what 
the  Senator  is  trying  to  do.  My  frustra- 
tion is  with  the  $49  billion  we  are  talk- 
ing about,  not  the  $50  million  that  the 
question  is  raised  about. 

Mr.   FONG.  Will   the   Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BROCK.  Yes. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  distinguished  chair- 
man and  I  would  have  gone  for  the 
whole  loaf  if  we  could  have  gotten  it. 
But  we  -could  not  get  the  whole  loaf  be- 
cause we  had  obstacles.  So  we  are  trying 
for  a  few  slices  of  bread.  If  one  cannot 
get  the  whole  loaf,  he  goes  for  a  few 
slices. 


I  have  some  trouble  with  the  Senator 
saying  that  it  is  difficult  for  his  people 
in  Tennessee  to  see  a  man  paid  $38,000. 
If  this  man,  who  is  a  GS-18  in  the  Gov- 
ernment, were  to  go  out — 

Mr.  BROCK.  No;  let  us  talk  about 
a  15,  a  14,  and  a  13  getting  that,  where 
we  will  be  in  about  a  year  and  a  half. 

Mr.  FONG.  If  this  man,  who  is  a  GS-16, 
let  us  say,  went  out  into  private  industry, 
instead  of  getting  $36,000,  he  would  be 
paid,  as  of  a  year  ago,  $45,146.  A  GS-17,  if 
he  were  to  go  out,  would  have  been  paid, 
a  year  ago,  $56,011  in  private  industry. 
A  GS-18  would  have  gotten  $71,076  in 
private  industry.  That  was  last  year.  But 
this  year,  he  would  get  8  to  10  percent 
more. 

Mr.  BROCK.  How  many  people  are  we 
talking  about  in  this  bill  that  are  grades 
15,  16,  and  17? 
Mr.  FONG.  17,000  people. 
Mr.  BROCK.   17,000  people  who  now 
are  butted  up  at  $37,000. 
Mr.  FONG.  $36,000. 
Mr.  BROCK.  All  right,  $36,000.  Seven- 
teen thousand  people. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  GS-14  now  is  pushing 
the  GS-18,  -17,  -16,  and  -15. 

Mr.  BROCK  How  many  more  at 
GS-14? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  know. 
Mr.  BROCK.  How  many  more  at  13? 
Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  know. 
Mr.  BROCK.  How  many'more  at  12? 
Mr.  FONG.  I  do  not  know,  but  if  we 
do  not  do  something,  they  are  soon  go- 
ing to  come  in  and  impact  on  those  peo- 
ple at  $36,000.  Pretty  soon,  we  shall  have 
boss  No.  1,  boss  No.  2,  No.  3,  No.  4,  No. 
5,  and  No.  6,  all  getting  $36,000.  This  is 
bad,  bad  business. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Maybe  we  ought  to  look 
at  all  these  people  we  have  making 
$36,000  and  do  without  some  of  these, 
because  the  people  of  this  country  are 
bone  weary  of  paying  their  money  to  IRS 
and  to  inflation.  Somehow  we  have  to  re- 
spond to  the  needs  of  people  working  for 
a  living,  I  say  to  the  Senator.     . 

Mr.  FONG.  We  have  cut  the  payroll 
pretty  drastically.  Take  the  military  bill. 
We  have  cut  the  military  payroll  by 
13,000  people,  I  understand.  The  civilian 
payroll  has  been  cut.  If  we  can  get  along 
without  some  of  these  people,  let  us  get 
along  without  them,  but  these  are  the 
people  who  really  run  our  Government 
Mr.  BROCK.  $49  billion  a  year  in  Fed- 
eral payroll.  Is  that  the  right  figure? 
Mr.  FONG.  $50  billion. 
Mr.  BROCK  There  are  50  million  fam- 
ilies in  this  countiy.  That  means  that  we 
are  spending  $1,000  a  family  in  the 
United  States  just  to  pay  the  payroll  cost 
of  Government. 
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Mr.  FONG.  That  is  true.  That  is  how 
big  our  Government  is,  20  million  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  BROCK.  220  million  people  are 
pretty  bone  tired 

Mr.  FONG.  We  have  a  GNP  of  a  tril- 
lion dollars. 

Mr.  BROCK.  The  American  people  are 
carrying  one  of  the  biggest  loads.  They 
have  35  to  40  percent  of  their  total" in- 
come taken  to  pay  the  cost  of  Govern- 
ment. Where  do  we  start?  How  do  we  do 
anything  about  it? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  May  I  get  into  this? 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  do 
we  correct  the  situation  by  taking  those 
people  who  are  just  reaching  middle 
management— who  have  15  or  more 
years'  experience,  those  who  are  moving 
into  the  area  where  their  experience, 
their  knowhow,  the  work  that  they  have 
done  over  the  years,  is  just  at  the  point 
of  having  great  value  to  the  people  of  the 
country — and  say  to  them,  "You  cannot 
look  forward  to  any  more  increase  in 
pay?  In  the  15  years  of  your  service,  you 
ha/e  reached  the  point  of  impaction. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  more  financial 
incentive  to  your  employment?"  Do  you 
tell  that  to  those  people?  I  have  some 
statistics  here,  if  the  Senator  would  like 
to  have  them,  on  "the  people  who  have 
left  since  November  of  1973:  Eight  Fed- 
eral judges;  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce associate  general  counsel  went 
out  to  make  $50,000.  A  library  of  Con- 
gress GS-17,  a  specialist  on  taxation  and 
fiscal  policy,  one  of  the  best  men  in  the 
Government  in  that  area,  left. 

Mr.  BROCK.  The  Senator  does  not 
have  to  convince  me.  I  have  read  the 
figures.  I  know  who  is  left. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  What  do  you  do?  The 
Senator  says  he  is  going  to  vote  against 
this  because  somehow  or  other  it  is  over- 
taxing the  American  public- 
Mr.  BROCK.  No: 

Mr.  STEVENS.  The  American  public 
is  paying  more  in  terms  of  turnover  in 
this  Government  than  it  will  possibly 
pay  in  terms  of  this  pay  increase. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Let  me  give  the  Senator 
my  own  reasons.  I  said  I  was  opposed  to 
this  bill  because  I  do  not  think  it  comes 
in  properly  with  the  excess  cost  of  Gov- 
ernment in  total.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
anyone  in  my  State  who  would  object  to 
paying  a  good  salary  for  an  adequate 
manager,  $40,000,  $50,000,  $60,000, 
$70,000,  if  they  were  getting  value  re- 
ceived. That  is  great.  But  how  can  the 
Senator  tell  me  they  are  retting  value 
received  when  we  are  spending  in  their 
name,  taking  from  them,  $49  billion  a 
year  to  pay  the  total  payroll.  You  only 


have  got  in  this  bill  GS-15,  -16,  -17,  and 
-18,  17,000  people  that  you  want  to  take 
the  lid  off.  All  right.  I  accept  the  prin- 
ciple. Pay  them  what  they  are  worth  so 
they  can  get  good  people.  There  is  noth- 
ing wrong  with  that. 

But  where  is  there  any  effort  to  deal 
with  $49  billion  worth  of  one  heck  of  a 
headache  for  the  average  guy  who  works 
for  a  living? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  We  marked  up  the 
HEW  bill  today,  and  it  is  my  memory  that 
it  is  $7  billion  less  than  last  year  spent 
in  that  area.  We  cut  $5  billion  off  of 
defense.  We  have  a  Budget  Committee 
that  is  trying  to  get  control  over  expendi- 
tures, and  most  of  us  are  working  with 
the  Budget  Committee  in  that  area. 

But  this  is  not  a  salary  increase.  This 
is  a  cost-of-living  adjustment. 

Mr.  BROCK.  I  understand. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  If  we  were  working  on 
my  Alaska  railroad  this  would  be  auto- 
matic. Cost-of-living  adjustments  should 
happen  automatically. 

Mr.  BROCK.  I  will  tell  the  Senator 
what  I  will  do. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics adjustments  are  made.  -I  think  the 
Senator  is  missing  my  point.  I  know  some 
of  these  people,  I  worked  with  some  of 
them  downtown  when 'I  was  in  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  BROCK.  So  do  I. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  There  are  people  who 
have  spent  their  careers  down  there  and 
they  are  now  saying,  "I  have  no  oppor- 
tunity to  get  any  greater  income." 

They  get  offers  from  companies,  "Work 
for  us.  With  all  that  experience  we  will 
pay  you  $50,000,  $60,000,  $75,000." 

I  know  one  of  my  friends  who  went  out 
and  got  $80,000  and  left  a  position  paying 
$36,000.  He  told  me  he  would  rather  stay 
in  Government  because  that  is  where  his 
career  was,  that  is  where  his  life  was, 
and  yet  we  arbitrarily  tell  him,  "You  have 
no  chance  of  any  additional  income." 

Unless  we  do  this  and  adopt  a  concept 
of  a  cost-of-living  adjustment  based 
upon  inflation  we  will  lose  more  good  peo- 
ple. We  are  trying  to  get  inflation  under 
control.  It  is  not  their  fault  that  we  have 
not  got  it  under  control,  and  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  about  the  massive  costs  of 
expenditures  of  Government.  But  we  are 
getting  those  under  control. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Good  Lord,  since  when? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  think  this  Congress 
has  done  more  than  I  have  seen  so  far 
in  terms  of  getting  expenditures  under 
control. 

Mr.  BROCK.  Your  deficit  is  going  to  be 
not  more  than  $70  billion,  $80  billion,  $90 
billion. 
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Mr.  STEVENS.  That  has  to  do  more 
w4th  expenditures  this  year 

Mr.  BROCK.  The  expenditures  are  up 
$60  billion,  $70  billion.  It  is  more  than  an 
inflation  factor. 

If  you  look  at  the  comparability  scales, 
the  governmental  employees  of  this  Na- 
tion have  had  a  40  percent  higher  rate 
of  increase  of  pay  than  the  average 
American  working  man  has. 

Now,  you  know,  what  is  the  logic?  Is  it 
right,  is  it  comparable?  Do  not  tell  me  it 
is  comparable  when  you  can  get  60  per- 
cent more  salary  as  a  Government  secre- 
tary than  you  can  as  a  private  secretary 
in  some  of  the  States  of  this  Union. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  YOu  cannot  in  my 
State.  ■ 

Mr.  BROCK.  Well,  Alaska  is  a  high- 
paying,  high-cost  State.  But  we  do  not 
think  in  those ,terms.  We  pay  it  on  a  na- 
tional basis  regardless,  across  the  board. 
You  are  competing  directly  with  private 
enterprise,  with  the  small  businessman, 
the  housewife  who  has  got  to  pay  the  tax, 
to  have  this  kind  of  competition,  and 
they  have  pretty  much  had  it  with  taxes, 
and  you  are  spending  $1,000  a  family  in 
this  country  to  pay  the  payroll  costs  for 
services  that  a  whole  bunch  of  folks  do 
not  want  or  need. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen- 
ator yield  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  BROCK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  think  people  are  sick  and 
tired  of  paying  the  high  cost  of  Govern- 
ment. There  are  two  problems  here  in- 
volved. The  Senator  is  pointing  out  one 
of  them  very  vividly,  indeed,  and  there 
has  been  a  tremendous  increase  of  pay 
of  employees  generally.  That  does  not 
deal  with  the  compaction  problem.  It  is 
there. 

Mr.  BROCK.  That  is  right. 
-  Mr.  TAFT.  What  I  want  to  suggest  at 
this  point,  in  support  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Alabama — and  I  am 
sorry  he  withdrew  the  first  one  because 
it  was  pretty  good — and  I  am  not  sure 
of  this  one  because  I  do  not  think  it  does 
anything  about  compaction  at  all — and  I 
am  going  to  attempt  to  get  at  that 
later — but  the  problem  here  is  that  the 
system  we  set  up  in  1969  and  1970  is 
responsible  for  what  has  happened  on 
both  of  these  problems. 

Mr.  BROCK.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  TAFT.  What  have  we  done?  We 
have  gone  right  on  with  the  system  and 
compounded  it,  if  anything,  not  taking 
care  of  the  problems  that  have  arisen 
under  it.  The  problems  are  built-in  prob- 
lems. The  Senator  from  Alabama  has  al- 
ready indicated  that.  They  are  built  in 
in  a  conflict  of  interest  that  the  Senators 


and  Congressmen  have  in  voting  for  a 
cost  of  living,  and  going  along  with  cost- 
of-living  increases. 

Somebody  said  they  wished  they  could 
turn  it  all  over — the  distinguished  Sena- 
tor from  Alabama,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Alabama,  said  he  wished  we  eould 
turn  it  all  over — to  the  Executive  and  to 
the  Commission.  I  do  not  wish  that  at  all. 
I  think  it  is  our  responsibility  to  set  the' 
salaries. 

Now,  even  if  we  adopt  the  amendment 
presently  before  us,  as  I  understand  it, 
we  could  next  week,  if  we  wanted  to,  and 
if  we  are  here  next  week — which  we  will 
not  be — but  as  soon  as  we  get  back  into 
session  we  can  enact  a  bill  which  would 
take  the  Senators  and  Congressmen  out 
of  this  process,  break  the  logjam,  pass 
another  bill  ourselves  repealing  the  pres- 
ent legislation,  pass  a  cost-of-living  in- 
crease for  the  employees  at  levels  that 
we  think  they  ought  to  be  at  at  the  vari- 
ous levels,  and  do  away  with  the  prob- 
lem of  compaction.    -  _^_ 

We  are  all  hiding".  We  have  gotten  into 
this  jam  because  we  are  all,  from  the  very 
beginning,  hiding  behind  the  fact  that 
Senators  and  Congressmen  were  not  will- 
ing to  get  out  on  the  floor  and  vote  up  or 
down  on  pay  increases  for  themselves. 
They  try  to  hide  behind  a  commission 
setup  and  not  face  the  music  they  are  re- 
sponsible for,  that  they  are  elected  to 
take  the  ball  and  run  with,  and  they  are 
just  trying  to  hide  behind  it.  They  are 
refusing  to  face  up  to  this  entire  problem. 

Mr.  BROCK.  The  Senator  and  I,  I 
think,  were  in  the  House  when  this  first 
commission  setup  occurred,  and  I  think 
what  we  said  then  has  been  proven  true. 
That  is  exactly  the  Senator's  point,  and  I 
agree  with  him,  and  I  appreciate  it  very 
much. 

Mr.  McGEE  and  Mr.  TAFT  addressed 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  would  just  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  before  we  get^a 
vote  on  his  amendment,  am  I  correct  in 
understanding  that  the  amendment  the 
Senator  presently  has  before  the  Senate 
would  totally  do  away  with  the  cost-of- 
living  legislation  at  the  present  time? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  amendment  strikes 
out  everything  after  title  I.  In  other 
words,  it  strikes  out  any  reference  at  all 
to  the  salary  increases  or  any  putting  of 
the  executive,  legislative  or  judiciary  un- 
der this  cost-of-living  increase. 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama would  agree  with  the  statement  I 
just  made  along  the  lines  that  if  we 
passed   this   legislation   we  could   come 
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back  along,  if  we  wanted  to,  in  this  ses- 
sion and  pass  other  legislation  that 
would  provide  for  a  cost-of-living  in- 
crease for  those  employees  we  wished  to, 
not  tied  to  a  congressional  cost-of-living 
increase? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes.  Obviously,  they  can 
do  that  if  they  wanted  to.  But  that  is 
the  point  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
has  been  making  all  along.  This  effort, 
as  a  trend  in  recent  years,  has  been  to 
accomplish  this  without  a  direct  con- 
frontation with  the  issue. 

Mn.  TAFT,  Then  if  the  Senator  would 
also  agree,  I  presume  that  statements 
have  been  made,  and  the  implication  has 
been  made,  if  we  do  not  take  this  bill 
there  cannot  be  any  other  cost-of-living 
increase  or  any  other  salary  increase 
until  next  year  anyway  as  to  the  quad- 
rennial increase,  1977? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  No,  tthat  is  not  correct. 
If  they  stayed  "with  the  commission  ap- 
proach there  would  be  nothing  to  pre- 
vent Congress,  if  it  saw  fit,  to  give  a  one- 
time raise,  but  not  a  guaranteed  annual 
raise;  set  any  figure  it  saw  fit.  They 
would  not  have  to  depend  on  the  salary 
commission  setup,  because  this  is  chang- 
ing the  salary  commission  setup  so  that 
Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  could  choose  any 
other  method  of  changing  that  setup, 
and  if  they  have  got  the  leadership  be- 
hind it,  it  has  been  the  observation  of 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  that  helps  a 
bill  get  through.  So  if  the  leadership 
would  support  any  such  effort  I  would 
say  if  Congress  wanted  to  face  up  to  that 
question  it  could  do  so.  But  I  do  not  feel 
that  this  method  is  facing  up  to  the 
Issue.  It  builds  into  ad  infinitum  the 
annual  salary  increase,  with  no  ceiling 
whatsoever,  and  I  think  that  is  ill- 
advised  legislation- 
Mr.  TAFT.  Well,  it  lias  got  us  in  the 
jam  we  are  in  now.  I  think  we  better  get 
rid  of  it  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
that  we  are  ready  to  vote  on  this  meas- 
ure. I  just  want  to  spread  on  the  record 
only  one  thing.  The  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama and  I  have  talked  together,  we  dis- 
cussed it  at  length  last  night  on  the 
floor,  and  that  is,  we  have  attempted  no 
back  door. 

We  went  through  the  front  door  of  the 


White  House  on  this,  we  went  through 
the  front  desk  of  the  majority  leader  and 
the  minority  leader. 

We  were  prepared  to  offer  a  broadside 
assault  on  this  whole  question,  but  after 
consultation  through  the  front  door  with 
the  President,  through  the  front  door 
of  the  Supreme  Court  Chamber  of  the 
United  States  xwith  the  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  through  the  front 
door  of  the  Bureau  of  Budget  with  Jim 
Lynn,  and  through  the  front  Chamber 
door  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
what  was  agreed  upon  was  this  approach 
as  the  only  approach  in  which  we  could 
get  all  of  the  elements  of  Government  in- 
volved and  merging  in  the  same  direction 
so  that  it  does  not  languish  between  the 
differences  that  do  often  arise  between 
various  branches  of  Government.' 

Believe  me,  it  has  not  been  easy.  We 
have  laid  it  out  in  front,  face  up  and  on 
the  table.  We  are  asking  the  Senate  to 
make  its  judgment  on  this.  We  are  not 
sneaking  past  anybody,  nor  intending  to. 

For  that  reason,  I  would  hope  that, 
whatever  else,  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee are  not  held  suspect  for  trying 
some  end  run  in  order  to  try  to  lay  this 
thing  directly  before  our  colleagues  in 
this  body. 

We  believe  it  ought  to  be  faced  up  to 
directly.  We  think  this  is  as  close  as  we 
can  come  to  being  direct,  given  the  total 
negotiations  we  have  had  to  undertake 
these  last  four  months  in  order  to  arrive 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  was  not 
implying  that  the  distinguished  manager 
of  the  bill  had  acted  improperly.  Cer- 
tainly, the  contrary  is  true  because  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  notified  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  when  this  matter  was 
going  to  come  up.  He  knew  in  the  past 
he  had  been  opposed  to  legislation  of  this 
sort. 

The  front  door  approach  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  would  feel  would  be 
the  front  door  approach,  would  be  to  have 
legislation  saying  that  the  salary  of  cer- 
tain government  officials  shall  be  thus 
and  so  that  would  require  congressional 
action  each  time  a  raise  was  provided. 
Just  as  the  Senator  from  Ohio  said,  that 
we  would  have  to  face  up  to  that  Issue 
every  time. 

But  it  would  seem  that  this  is  .not 
exactly  a  broadside  on  this  issue  when 
resort  is  had  to  taking  a  House  bill  as  a 
vehicle  which  did  not  have  this  issue  be- 
fore it  at  all  and  waylaying  that  over  in 
the  Senate  committee  and  tacking  a  non- 
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germane  amendment  on  that,  will  never 
come  back  to  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives in  all  likelihood  except  to  vote  on 
a  conference  report. 

So  it  seems  to  the  Senator  from  Ala- 
bama that  the  front-door  approach  has 
not  been  followed  all  the  way  through, 
else  there  would  be  separate,  independent 
legislation  putting  this  into  effect,  rather 
than  adding  it  as  a  nongermane  amend- 
ment to  an  innocuous  bill — I  assume  it  is 
innocuous. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Did  the  Senator  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays? 
Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
"and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Win  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  promised  to  yield  to  Sen- 
ator Randolph  and  then  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  yield  to  the  Senator. 
Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Very  well. 
Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  there 
must  be  the  realization  that  every  Mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  should  be  accorded 
the  opportunity  to  participate  fully  in 
the  decisionmaking  process  in  reference 
to  an  important  matter  such  as  is  now 
pending  before  us.  I  know  that  the" 
Senators  who  bring  the  bill  to  the  floor 
share  this  view. 

I  commend  the  managers  of  the  bill, 
the  chairman  (Mr.  McGee),  and  the 
ranking  minority  member  (Mr.  Fong)  . 
They  have  had  an  understandable  con- 
cern about  attempting  to  fashion  a 
measure  that  could  come  from  our  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
that  would  cope  in  part  with  the  very 
complex  problem  of  salaries  and  wages 
for  Federal  employees,  regardless  of  the 
levels  in  which  they  may  serve. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  knows 
that  there  were  three  members  of  the 
committee  who  voted  against  the  re- 
porting of  this  measure  favorably  to  the 
Senate.  I  was  one  of  those  members.  I 
have  consistently  held  to  the  belief  that 
in  reference  to  the  salaries  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate,  I  want  the  oppor- 
tunity— 1~  want  the  responsibility — of 
voting  to  continue  my  salary  at  its  pres- 
ent level,  voting  to  decrease  it  if  I  believe 
such  should  be  the  case,  or  voting  to  in- 
crease it  if  I  had  reason  to  believe  that 
was  in  the  interest  not  only  of  myself 
but  of  the  operation  of  this  body. 

Now,  I  want  to  be  very  certain  that 
what  we  are  doing  here  today  gives  me 
the  opportunity  of  doing  exactly  what  I 
want  to  do. 

I  have  been  one  Member  of  this  body 
who  voted  to  decrease  his  salary.  I  did 


that  in  1933  as  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

We  faced  up  to  a  responsibility  during 
the  Depression  of  lowering  our  salaries. 
This  was  done  not  only  because  it  was 
a  decrease  in  the  operation  of  the  cost 
of  government.  We  felt  also  that  it  was 
a  symbol  to  the  people  of  the  country  as 
a  whole  that  we  were  making  this  type 
of  contribution  to  the  body  politic  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  thinking  of  the 
American  people. 

I  ask  the  able  Senator  from  Alabama 
a  question.  Will  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  have  the  opportunity  in  con- 
nection with  the  pending  amendment  to 
keep  the  principle — the  philosophy  which 
he  has  held  through  the  years — that  the 
responsibility  should  be  his  to  vote  for  an 
increase  in  salary,  vote  to  keep  a  present 
salary,  or  vote  to  decrease  his  salary? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  am  glad  the  distin- 
guished Senator  has  asked  that  question 
because  that  is  one  of  the  points  that  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  has  been  making 
all  along. 

If  this  legislation  is  passed,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  West  Virginia 
(Mr.  Randolph)  need  never  be  faced 
with  this  issue  again  because  he  will  be 
guaranteeing  an  annual  salary  increase 
without  taking  any  further  votes  one  way 
or  the  other. 

So  the  Senator  need  not  be  disturbed 
as  to  his  future  action  because  he  will 
not  have  the  problem  presented  to  him 

°Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  further? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes.  " 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  wants  no  recommendation 
from  a  commission.  He  wants  no  formula 
set  by  someone  else.  He  wants  no  word 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States 
as  to  what  his  salary  should  be  or  should 
not  be.  The  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
only  wants  the  opportunity,  and  he  is 
ready  to  share  the  responsibility,, of  vot- 
ing. It  is  known  to  everyone  exactly  how 
he  votes  onihe  matter  of  the  salary  as  it 
affects  him,  an  individual  Senator. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  That  question  will  be  de- 
cided for  the  distinguished  Senator.  The 
only  way  he  would  have  a  decision  in  the 
future  would  be  in  the  event  the  Presi- 
dent did  not  recommend  the  full  amount 
of  the  cost-of-living  increase. 

To  give  an  example,  if  the  theoretical 
or  actual  increase  in  the  cost  of  living 
was  8.6  percent  and  the  President  sug- 
gested it  ought  to  be  just  5  percent,  then 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  would  have  to  decide  whether  he 
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is  going  to  take  the  full  increase  which 
he  might  be  entitled  under  the  new  law, 
or  whether  he  was  going  to  reduce  it. 
As  I  stated,  that  builds  in  a  conflict  of 
interest  that  the  Senator  will  be  faced 
with. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  one  further  colloquy  and  per- 
haps a  question? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  do  not  discuss  the 
others  that  are  affected  in  the  Federal 
family.  Those  are  matters  concerning 
persons  who  have  not  been  elected  to 
public  office.  They  involve  a  wide  range 
or  various  types  of  public  service.  There- 
fore, we  can  move  in  those  instances  on 
formulas  and  commissions  and  compara- 
bility and  cost-of-living  increases.  But 
when  it  comes  to  the  Member  of  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  I  speak 
not  in  the  ,  slightest  criticism  of  any 
other  Member  who  disagrees  with  me, 
I  want  the  responsibility  to  rest  wholly 
with  me  as  to  what  I  do  in  reference  to 
the  salary  that  I  am  paid. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  Senator  had  better 
not  vote  for  this  bill.  He  better  vote  for 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  intend  to  do  that. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  HARRY  F.  BYRD,  JR.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  recognize  there  is  merit  to  the 
arguments  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Hawaii.  It  is  a 
very  difficult  subject,  the  matter  that 
the  Senate  is  dealing  with. 

I  find  it  difficult  to  support  the  com- 
mittee's position  as  to  the  matter  of  pub- 
lic policies.  If  the  committee^  proposal 
is  adopted,  that  will  mean  that  every  de- 
cisionmaker in  Government,  except  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  will  be 
insulated  from  inflation;  it  will  mean' 
that  every  decisionmaker  in  Govern- 
ment, except  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  will  be  subject  to  an  automatic 
wage  increase  every  year,  depending 
upon  the  amount  of  inflation  that  the 
country  has. 

It  will  make  no  difference  so  far  as  the 
individual  in  Government  is  concerned 
how  high  inflation  is  because  his  salary 
will  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

I  think  that  is  a  bad  principle  and 
policy  of  Government.  For  that  reason 
I  shall  support  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Alabama.       -  _ 


Mr.  ALLEN.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment. 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roTL 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
<Mr.  Eastland),  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
*Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern),  the  Senator 
from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Morgan),  the  Sena- 
tor from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Stennis),  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Symington)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Mus- 
kte)  ,  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
<Mr.  Morgan)  would  vote  "yea." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater) 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Stafford)  is  absent 
due  to  a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Goldwater)  would  vote  "yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  30, 
nays  57,  as  follows: 


[Rollcall  Vote  No.  349  Leg.] 

YEAS^-30 

w 

Allen 

Chiles 

PeQ 

Bartlett 

Curtis 

Pro?  mire 

Bellmon 

Ford 

Randolph 

Bentsen 

Garn 

Roth 

Biden 

Hansen 

Stone 

•Brock 

Hart,  Gary  W. 

Taft 

Burdick 

Helms. 

Talmadge 

Byrd, 

Jackson 

Thurmond 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

McClellan 

Tunney 

Byrd.  Robert  C. 

•Montoya 

' 

Cannon 

Pastore 
NAYS— 57 

Abourezk 

Haskell 

Mondale 

Baker 

Hatfield 

Nelson 

Bavh 

Hathaway. 

Nunn 

Beall 

Hollings 

Packwood 

Brooke 

Huddleston 

Pearson 

Buckley 

Humphrey, 

Percy 

Case 

Inouye 

Ribicoff 

Church 

Javits 

Schweiker 

Clark 

Johnston 

Scott,  Hugh 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Scott, 

Culver 

Lax  alt 

William  L. 

Dole. 

Leahy 

Sparkman 

Domenici 

Long 

Stevens 

"Eagleton 

Magnuson 

Stevenson 

Fannin 

Mansfield 

Tower 

Fong 

M^thias     , 

Weicker 

Gravel 

McClure 

Williams 

Griffin 

McGee 

Young 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Mclntyre 

•Hartke 

Metcalf 
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NOT  VOTING— 12 
Bumpers  Hruska  Muskie 

Eastland  McGovern  Stafford 

Glenn  Morgan  Stennis 

•Goldwater  Moss  Symington 

So  Mr.  Allen's  amendment  was  ie- 
jected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on   the'  table. 
.  The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me,  please? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  first  I  call 
up  an  amendment  which  I  have  at  the 
desk 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  (Mr.  Taft)  pro- 
poses an  amendment. 

Mr.  Taft^s  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  6,  beginning  with  line  17,  strike 
out  all  through  line  18,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "shall  be  adjusted 
under  paragraph  (2)   of  this  subsection.". 

On  page  6,  line  24,  immediately  after  the 
comma  insert  "during  calendar  year  1975,".. 

On  page  12,  beginning. with  line  8;  strike 
out  all  through  line  18,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Section  225(f)  (A)  of  the  Fed- 
eral Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  356(A)),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States; ". 

On  page  12,  line  20,  strike  out  "offices'* 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "office". 

On  page-  12,  line  23,  strike  out  "rates" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "rate". 

On  page  12,  line  24,  strike  out  "rates"  and 
insert   in   lieu    thereof   "rate". 

On  page  13,  line  1,  strike  out  "sections  203 
and  204"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "section 
203".  _       - 

Mr.  TAFT,  Mr.  President,  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  majority  leader. 

OFFICIAL    PICTURE    OF   THE    SENATE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  since 
we  have  such  a  good  attendance  this 
evening,  I  would  like  to  remind  the  Sen- 
ate that  tomorrow  at  12:15  p.m.  the 
official  picture  by  the  National  Geo- 
graphic Society  will  be  taken. 

I  suggest  that  those  Senators,  whose 
wives  might  be  interested — because  the 
pictures  will  be  taken  from  that  end- 
might  like  to  have  them  in  the  gallery 
on  that  occasion. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  this  amend- 
ment, of  which  there  is  an  explanation 


on  the  desk  of  each  Senator,  would  elim- 
inate Members  of  Congress  from  any 
cost-of-living  or  pay  raise  of  any  kind 
after  December  31,  1975,' as  a  result  of 
this  legislation.  This  means  they  would 
be  eligible  for  one  cost-of-living  raise  as 
provided  by  this  bill.  It  would  not  be 
covered  by  the  salary  recommendations 
of  the  Quadrennial  Wage  Commission 
that  makes  its  next  report  in  1977,  nor 
would  they  be  included  in  the  cost-of- 
living  increase  next  year. 

This  bill  would  also  include  in  its  pro-, 
vision,  or  this  amendment  would  include 
in  its  provision  the  compensation  of  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  pro  tempore  and  the  lead- 
ers of  Congress,  a,s  to  eliminating  from 
the  Commission  method  of  setting  cost- 
of-living  increases  or  salaries  in  the 
future. 

Congress,  therefore,  would  have  about 
II2  years  before  the  next  report,  the 
quadrennial  commission,  to  quantify  the 
pay  raise  it  may  wish  to  set  for  the  95th 
Congress  from  the  date  of  its  inception. 

In  fact,  actually,  I  believe  Congress 
could  set  next  month  when  we  come  back 
into  session  in  September,  just  a  month 
hence,  could  set  its  own  salaries  any  way 
it  wanted  to  set  them.  It  could  set  cost- 
of-living  increases  any  way  it  wanted  to 
set  them  merely  by  action  of  law. 

Mr.  President,  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1962  and  the  Salary  Act  of  1967  pro- 
vide that  compensation  of  Government 
employees  be'  administered  on  two  differ- 
ent bases: 

First,  career  emplovees  in  the  Federal 
service,  paid  under  the  General  Sched- 
ule, generally  receive  salary  adjustments 
each  year.  These  increases  are  directly 
related  to  private  enterprise  salary  rates 
for  the  same  level  of  work  on  the  "com- 
parabilitv  principle." 

Second,  the  compensation  of  top  offi- 
cials in  the  executive,  legislative,  and 
judcial  branches  of  Government  is  sub- 
ject to  adjustment  in  March  of  every 
fourth  year  with  budget  submitted  by  the 
President  to  Congress.  These  salaries  are 
on  the  executive  schedule. 

The  Salary  Act  of  1967  created  the 
Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative, 
and  Judicial  Salaries,  composed  of  nine 
members,  to  submit  recommendations  to 
the  President  on  salary  rates  for  top  of- 
ficials in  the  three  branches  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. Among  the  officials  included 
are  the  Members  of  Congress.  The  Pres- 
ident then  must  examine  the  Commis- 
sion's recommendations  and  submit  his 
own  recommendations  on  that  Commis- 
sion recommendation  to  the  Congress. 
Either  House,  as  we  know,  must  disap- 
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prove  the  recommendations  within  30 
days,  or  they  go  into  effect  immediately. 

This  requirement  for  negative  action 
was  apparently  designed  to  make  it 
easier  for  the  Members  of  Congress  to 
raise  their  own  salaries  by  taking  no  ac- 
tion at  all.  Similarly,  the  Congress  could 
disapprove  the  Presidential  recommen- 
dation for  a  pay  raise  fpr  executive 
schedule  positions,  thus  avoiding  a  direct 
position  on  raises  in  an  election  year. 
However,  in  taking  this  action,  the  Con- 
gress also  disapproves  raises  for  over 
2,200  other  executive  schedule  em- 
ployees. 

If  the  congressional  salaries  were  not 
included  in  the  Wage  Commission's  ju- 
risdiction, the  problem  would  be  elimi- 
nated and  that  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
do. 

My  amendment  changes  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  to  remove  the  Com- 
mission's authority  over  congressional 
salaries,  which  would  then  be  subject  to 
change  only  by  passage  of  a  statute  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate,  submitted  to  the  President. 

It  has  become  apparent  that  the  re- 
lationship between  congressional  salaries 
and  those  of  the  top  pay  grade  civil  serv- 
ants jeopardizes  the  recommendations 
for  all  executive  schedule  positions.  This 
is  most  unfortunate. 

I  have  long  felt  that  congressional 
salaries  should  be  debated  separately 
from  other  salary  legislation.  If  the  Mem- 
bers feel  they  need  or  deserve  a  raise,  it 
should  be  presented  openly  as  any  other 
legislation,  not  in  a  closed  committee 
room,  followed  by  a  failure  of  Congress  to 
act  negatively. 

Therefore,  on  March  7,  1974,  I  called 
up  my  amendment  on  the  Senate  floor  as 
an  amendment  to  the  minimum  wage 
bill. 

We  had  acted  unfavorably,  as  the 
Members  will  recall,  on  the  Commis- 
sion's legislation  that  was  before  us  just 
a  very  short  time  before  that  time. 

I  withdrew  the  amendment  on  the 
minimum  wage  bill  at  that  time,  after 
having  assurances  from  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
and  the  ranking  member  of  the  sub- 
committee that  hearings  .would  be  held 
on  this  matter.  No  hearings,  as  far  as  I 
know,  have  been  set  on  my  bill  which  is 
identical  to  that  amendment,  to  date. 
I  may  go  into  this  in  a  little  more  detail 
on  that  in  a  few  minutes. 

While  I  understand  that  this  matter 
may  have  been  postponed  because  of 
the  1974  election,  I  felt  it  was  too  im- 
portant for  the  Senate  to  delay  its  action 
unti  a  more  expedient  time. 


Affirmative,  open  action  would,  I  be- 
lieve, have  been  far  more  acceptable  to 
the  public,  and  I  think  we,  and  the 
argument  that  if  we  did  not,  and  if  we 
do  not  support  this  approach,  we  can 
expect  no  increase  before  1980  is  ob- 
viously, I  think,  specious.  We  can  pass 
this  amendment,  deleting  us,  and  setting 
our  own  salaries  at  any  time. 

The  Nation  I  believe  is  looking  at  Con- 
gress with  a  critical  eye  on  our  integ- 
rity, fairness,  and  principles. 

To  wait  until  the  risk  election  time  has 
passed  to  enact  this  legislation  indicates 
that  we  -are  afraid  to  give  ourselves  a 
raise  during  a  time  of  inflation  because 
of  the  pubic  reaction. 

While  it  may  be  important  that  the 
members  and  other  Government  em- 
ployees be  given  a  living  increase  to  keep 
some  pace  with  inflation,  I  do  not 
feel  that  Congress  should  be  setting 
its  own  cost-of-living  raises  and  those  of 
others  in  the  same  legislation.  It  is  to  me 
a  patent  conflict  of  interest.  Nor  should 
congressional  salaries  be  recommended 
by  the  quadrennial  commission.  More- 
over, the  executive  and  judicial  sched- 
uled employees  should  not  be  penalized 
because  their  payscales  are  tied  to  us. 

Congressional  salaries  and  cost-of-liv- 
ing raises  have  been  hidden  too  long  in 
their  legislation.  The  back  door  approach 
we  have  used  in  dealing  with  them  is  at 
best  unwise  when  public  confidence  in 
Government  is  at  an  alltime  low./ 

The  Federal  Government  has  a  very 
difficult  time,  admittedly,  attracting,  re- 
taining, and  motivating  top  officials  in 
the  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial 
branches,  as  well  as  career  employees. 

The  report  of  the  Commission  on  Exec- 
utive, Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries  of 
June.  1973  states  that — 

Should  the  President  or  the  Congress  de- 
cide to  modify  or  reject  the  salary  rate  rec- 
ommended for  Members  of  Congress,  we 
earnestly  urge  that  our  recommendations  for 
the  salaries  of  Federal  Judges  (and  of  officials 
of  the  executive  branch  as  well)  be  approved. 

There  seems  to  me  to  be  a  clear  con- 
flict of  interest  here,  which  we  should 
correct  ourselves. 

I  have  from  the  beginning  felt  that 
the  wage  commission  is  an  inappropriate 
mechanism  for  determining  pay  raises 
for  Members  of  Congress.  That"  is  one 
reason  why  I  have  voted  consistently — I 
voted  against  that  legislation  when  it 
came  up  in  the  Chamber  of  the  House, 
and  as  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  (Mr. 
Brock)  mentioned  earlier,  he  did,  also-r- 
I  have  voted  against  all  commission  rec- 
ommendations of  increases  since,  even 
though  I  thought  some  of  them  might 
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well  have  been  justified  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

Indeed,  I  think  that  the  cost-of-living 
increases  that  are  recommended  here  are 
justified  to  the  point  of  the  amount  of 
money  involved. 

I  would  like  to  see  Congress  examine 
very  carefully,  in  the  immediate  fu- 
ture whenever  we  are  back  in  session,  the 
whole  question  of  their  basic  salary  as 
well,  not  waiting  for  the  quadrennial 
commission  recommendation.  I  do  not 
think  that  makes  any  sense  at  all. 

My  amendment  would  preclude  the 
possibility  of  quiet  backdoor  raises  for 
Congress  in  the  future. 

I  do  think  that  those  employees  who 
are  on  the  Federal  payroll  should  be  paid 
adequately  and  we  should  have  the  cour- 
age to  say  so.  A  pay  or  cost  of  living  raise 
for  other  Federal  employees  is  fair  and 
necessary  to  keep  first-class  people  in 
Government  service. 

Passage  of  my  amendment  would  clear 
the  way  for  Congress  to  act  on  salary 
raises  without  having  a  guilty  conscience, 
and  would  be  the  beginning  of  some 
above-board  discussions  of  our  own  sal- 
ary needs. 

The  argument  that  Congress  will  not 
act  is  not  persuasive  to  me,  and  this  was 
the  argument  that  was  given  to  us  when 
this  legislation  was  first  put  into  effect 
and  got  us  into  all  the  trouble  that  we 
are  in.  The  present  system  has  been  just 
as  subject  to  these  pressures  as  proved 
by  the  fact  that  it  simply  has  not  worked. 
We  have  not  increased  our  salary  at  all 
since  1969.  In  fact,  the  increases  given 
others  by  this  approach  might  help  Con- 
gress be  more  willing  to  face  up  to  the 
situation,  and  it  would  act  not  for  this 
but  for  the  next  Congress,  if  it  desired 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  President,  going  back  historically, 
I  refer  to  the  record  of  March  7,  1974, 
and  will  just  read  some  of  the  language 
with  regard  to  it  when  I  brought  up  this 
measure  before,  the  equivalent  of  this 
measure,  and  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  at  that  time  started 
out  and  said: 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  be  delighted  to  re- 
spond to  my  colleague  from  Ohio,  and  in 
this  way:  First  of  all  the  legislation  that  is 
now  on  the  books,  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of 
1967,  was  not  designed  to  sneak  by  or  exclude 
Congress,  but  to  leave  a  congressional  option 
specifically  in  the  law,  and. 

Then  it  goes  on  and  says: 

The  point  is,  as  a  result  of  yesterday's  vote, 
the  Senator  was  here,  I  think,  when  I  made 
the  commitment  to  this  body,  as  chairman 
of  the  committee,  and  seconded  by  the  rank- 
ing minority  member  of  the  committee.  The 


Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong),  that  as  a 
result  of  this  action,  we  would  lay  this  matter 
out  in  detail  before  committee  hearings,  in- 
cluding hearings  on  the  bill  that  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  has  Introduced,  as  one  of  those 
being  considered  by  the  committee. 

Continuing  further: 

My  guess  is  that  it  would  be  no  later  than 
the  middle  of  April,  perhaps  by  the  end  of 
March,  if  we  can  get  all  relevant  people  to 
address  themselves  to  the  problem. 

Later,  my  comment  in  regard  to  that 
was: 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman  for  his  comments.  I  find  myself 
somewhat  reassured  by  the  time  frame  the 
chairman  is  discussing.  When  I  first  heard  it 
discussed,  I  thought  it  was  in  the  time  frame 
of  1  year,  but  now  he  is  talking  about  a  few 
months  or — 

Mr.  McGee.  A  few  weeks. 

Mr.  Taft.  Or  a  few  weeks. 

This  is  the  history  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  the  story  goes  on  from 
there.  On  July  10,  1974,  I  wrote  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  and  pointed  out 
to  him  that  no  action  had  been  taken.  I 
pointed  out,  in  part: 

Therefore,  on  March  7  I  called  my  bill  up 
on  the  Senate  floor  as  an  amendment  to  the 
minimum  wage  bill.  I  withdrew  the  amend- 
ment, after  having  assurances  from  you  that 
hearings  would  be  held  on  this  matter  within 
a  few  weeks  from  that  date. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  the  letter  printed  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  nonobjection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

July   10,    1974. 
Hon.  Gale  W.  McGee, 

Chairman,  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv- 
ice Committee,  Washington,  D.C. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  On  February  28,  I  in- 
troduced S.  3080,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967.  The  Federal  Salary  Act,  as 
you  know,  provides  that  a  Wage  Commission 
have  Jurisdiction  over  all  Federal  salaries, 
including  those  of  Members  of  Congress.  My 
bill  amends  the  Act  to  remove  the  Commis- 
sion's authority  over-  Congressional  salaries. 
When  the  President's  recommendation  for 
a  pay  raise  for  Federal  employees  in  top  pay 
grades  was  considered  in  the  Senate,  it  be- 
came apparent  that  the  relationship  between 
Congressional  salaries  and  those  of  career 
civil  servants  Jeopardized  the  recommenda- 
tion for  all  super-grade  pay  raises.  I  have 
long  felt  that  Congressional  salaries  should 
be  debated  separately  from  other  such  legisla- 
tion. If  the  Members  feel  they  need  or  de- 
serve a  raise,  it  should  be  debated  openly,  as 
any  other  legislation,  not  in  a  closed  Com- 
mittee room. 

Therefore,  on  March  7  I  called  my  bill  up 
on  the  Senate  floor  as  an  amendment  to  the 
Minimum  Wage  bill.  I  withdrew  the  amend- 


159 


ment,  after  having  assurances  from  you 
that  hearings  would  be  held  on  this  matter 
within  a  few  weeks  from  that  date. 

It  Is  my  understanding  that  the  Comp- 
troller General  has  written  to  you  his 
report  on  this  legislation.  The  report  sug- 
gests that  the  matter  might  be  explored 
further.  I  am  aware  that  hearings  have  been 
held  recently  on  several  bills  which  affect 
rates  of  pay  in  the  legislative  and  Judicial 
branches,  namely  S.  3049,  S.  3550,  and  S.  3551. 
In  addition,  I  believe  extensive  hearings 
were  held  on  similar  matters  earlier  in  this 
Congress.  While  I  know  that  the  requested 
reports  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  OMB  have  not  become  available  on  S. 
3080,  I  do  feel  now  is  the  time  for  hearings 
on  my  bill,  while  discussions  on  related 
proposals   are   taking   place. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral's letter  on  S.  3080,  for  your  easy  reference. 

I  would  appreciate  your  consideration  in 
holding  early  hearings  on  this  legislation. 
Sincerely, 

Robert  Tajt,  Jr. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
replied  to  me  on  July  22  as  follows: 
Hon.  Robert  Taft,  Jr., 
U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  Thank  you  for  your  recent 
letter  regarding  S.  3080,  the  bUl  you  had 
introduced  to  amend  the  Federal  Salary  Act 
of  1967. 

The  Committee  has  held  two  days  of  hear- 
ings on  pay  legislation  and  plans  additional 
hearings  later  in  the  session.  My  feeling  is 
that  the  Committee  should  compile  a  record 
of  fact  which  will  diminish  disputes,  and 
which  can  serve  as  background  material  for 
our  future  action.  * 

Whan  I  introduced  S.  3049,  I  stated  that  I 
was  not  wedded  to  it,  that  I  would  welcome 
suggestions  for  change,  but  that  I  believed 
we  needed  a  vehicle  to  get  us  on  the  way 
toward  the  alterations  which  need  to  be 
Viade  in  the  current  pay  structure. 

We  will  include  S.  3080  in  further  hearings, 
and  will  advise  you  of  the  date. 

Kindest  personal  regards. 
Sincerely, 

Gale  McGex, 

Chairman. 

No  further  hearings  were  held  on  that 
bill  during  that  session  of  Congress.  In 
the  next  session  of  "Congress,  J  again 
introduced  identical  legislation,  intro- 
duced on  my  behalf  by  the  Senator  from 
Alaska  (Mr.  Stevens)^  which  was  re- 
ferred to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service.  I  have  never  received 
any  indication  that  a  hearing  had  been 
set  on  that  bill,  and  I  think  these  are 
matters  that  6ho.uld  come  before  Con- 
gress. 

I  bring  this  up  not  -in  any  'sense  -of 
criticism  of  the  chairman.  We  all  know 
that  these  matters  can  drag  on  and  that 
we  cannot  always  make  good — legisla- 


tively, practically  and  politically — on  the 
commitments  that  we  make  and  the  ex- 
pectations that  we  set. 

I  bring  it  up  because  I  feel  now  again — 
and  I  want  to  assure  the  distinguished 
chairman  o!  the  committee  and  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  that  I  feel  now 
again— that  this  whole  matter  of  taking 
us  out  from  under  the  commission,  both 
for  the  cost-of-living  increases  and  for 
the  Quadrennial  increases  in  our  basic 
salary7,  should  be  faced  up  to  by  the  com- 
mittee. We  should  have  public  hearings, 
with  independent  witnesses  from  the  out- 
side, to  discuss  this  matter  and  to  con- 
sider it  very  thoroughly.  I  hope  this  can 
be  done  in  the  future.  I  hope  we  will  get 
some  further  assurance.  Obviously,  we 
are  not  going  to  adopt  my  amendment 
tonight,  but  I  see  no  reason  why  it  can- 
not be  done. 

I  say,  further — not  by  way  of  any 
threat — that  we  have  quite  a  few  months 
left  in  this  session,  and  many  bills  are 
going  to  come  along  to  which  this 
amendment  will  be  germane,  or  other 
bills  on  which  germaneness  will  not  be  a 
requirement.  It  is  my  position  that  if 
hearings  are  not  held,  I  intend  to  con- 
tinue to  pursue  the  line  I  have  taken  and 
to  see  that  this  legislation  comes  before 
the  Senate  for  full  hearings  and  full 
consideration. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be  a 
10-minute  limitation  on  any  rollcall  votes 
during  the  remainder  of  the  evening. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered.  -     - 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  and  Thave 
discussed  this  at  some  length.  I  assure 
him  that  our  first  item  of  business  in  the 
committee  is  our  renewed — from  a  year 
ago — examination  of  the  whole  structure, 
meaning  the  basic  salary  structure,  with 
all  the  criteria  that  he  described — out- 
side witnesses,  the  various  vehicles  that 
need  to  be  examined  and  assessed.  We 
can  guarantee  him — in  collaboration  or 
parallel  to  the  in-depth  study  that  I  am 
sure  the  President's  Commission  will  be 
taking;  anyway — that  this  will  be  under- 
taken seriously  in  the  forthcoming 
months  after  we  get  back  from  the  Au- 
gust departure. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  appreciate  the  assurances 
of  the  distinguished  chairman. 

In  that  connection,  with  regard  to  the 
Commission,  to  me  the  issue  is  so  simple 
that  I  think  we  do  not  need  a  commission 
to  make  a  decision  of  this  kind. 
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Insofar  as  this  basic  decision  is  con- 
cerned, I  agree  with  the  chairman  and 
with  other  Senators  here  today  who  said 
that  we  do  need  to  take  a  very  hard  look, 
at  the  whole  salary  structure  in  the  en- 
tire executive  branch  of  Government. 
But  this  is  a  different  issue.  That  is  not 
the  issue  I  am  talking  about  tonight. 

The  issue  I  am  talking  about  is 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  try  to 
continue  to  hide  our  own  responsibility 
behind  some  kind  -of  commission  deter- 
mination or  recommendation  as  to  our 
own  salaries  and  cost-of-living,  if  they 
come  along.  I  am  not  willing  to  see  that 
done.  I  do  not  think  it  takes  a  commis- 
sion. It  takes  public  hearings  in  com- 
mittee, in  which  we  can  have  expert  wit- 
nesses. I  would  like  to  have  the  Ameri- 
can Bar  Association  come  in  and  talk 
about  the  conflict  of  interest  questions 
involved  in  the  legislation  we  have  on 
the  books  today,  and  other  witnesses  of 
that  kind. 

This  is  a  basic  philosophical  decision. 
It  is  not  a  technical  decision  in  the 
slightest. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Exactly. 
I  was  not  hiding  behind  the  commis- 
sion, I  say  to  my  friend  from  Ohio.  My 
point  is  that  I  know  that  the  commission 
also  is  thinking  in  terms  of  airing  that 
question,  to  examine  the  dimensions  that 
it  should  assume,  or  the  alternatives  to 
it,  or  the  embellishments  to  it — all  those 
factors. 

All  I  was  attempting  to  suggest  was 
that  our  committee  would  look  at  it  spe- 
cifically and  in  the  larger  sense,  too.  We 
have  a  much  larger  responsibility  than 
just  that  one,  but  that  one  will  be  one  of 
those  basic  issues  reexamined,  with 
plenty  of  opportunity  for  all  witnesses — 
congressional  witnesses,  outside  wit- 
nesses, private  witnesses,  constituent  wit- 
nesses, anyone  who  could  have  an  input. 
That  was  the  point  of  my  original  re- 
sponse to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Can  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
have  assurance  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  will  include  in  those  hearings 
the  legislation  which  has  been  introduced 
by  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  dealing  with 
the  question  before  the  Senate  tonight? 
Mr.  McGEE.  Precisely.  We  would  guar- 
antee that  that  would  be  one  of  the  pieces 
of  legislation  examined,  open  to  all  wit- 
nesses who  sought  to  address  themselves 
to  that  issue. 

Mr.  TAFT.  If  the  amendment  is  re- 
jected, I  hope  that  will  be  true.  I  think 
the  issue  is  so  important  that  Senators 
should  be  called  upon  to  vote  on  it  to- 
night, because  I  do  not  think  any  further 
commission  study  is  necessary.   We  all 


know  what  the  basic  issue  is  here.  We 
knew  what  the  issue  was  when  we  passed 
the  original  legislation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Does  the  Senator  want  to 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the 
yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  if  I  correctly 
understand  the  Senator's  amendment,  it 
would  do  two  things:  One,  it  would  limit 
the  cost-of-living  allowance  for  1  year. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  TAFT.  That  is  correct. 
Mr.  FONG.  Second,  it  would  do  away 
with  the  Quadrennial  Commission. 

Mr.  TAFT.  It  would  do  away  with  the 
Quadrennial  Commission  insofar  as  leg- 
islator's salaries  are  concerned. 

Mr.  FONG.  It  does  away  with  the 
Quadrennial  Commission  insofar  as  leg- 
islative salaries  are  concerned. 

Mr.  TAFT.  From  the  determination  by 
the  Quadrennial  Commission 

Mr.  FONG.  And  the  cost  of  living  for 
1  year  applies  only  to  the  Members  of 
Congress? 
Mr.  TAFT.  That  is  oorrect. 
Mr.  FONG.  If  that  is  so,  Mr.  President, 
this  is  a  very  discriminatory  and  -very 
biased  amendment.  People  in  the  ox- 
ecutive  branch  and  in  the  judiciary 
branch  will  be  siven  the  cost-of-living 
allowance  that  will  go  on,  but  Members 
of  Congress  will  be  given  only  one  cost- 
of-living  allowance.  We  are  all  in  the 
same  boat.  In  the  past  6  years,  since 
1969,  not  one  Member  of  Congress  and 
not  one  member  of  the  judiciary  nor 
of  the  executive  branch  has  received  an 
increase  or  an  adjustment  in  salary. 

This  amendment  proposes  to  limit  the 
cost-of-living  allowance  to  the  Members 
of  Congress  but  not  to  the  others.  So  this 
is  a  very  biased  and  a  very  discrimina- 
tory amendment.  If  something  is  equit- 
able for  one,  should  it  not  be  equitable 
for  the  other?  If  it  is  equitable  for  mem- 
bers of  the  judiciary  and  members  of 
the  executive  branch,  why  should  it  not 
be  equitable  for  Members  of  Congress? 
Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  the  answer 
to  that  is  simple.  In  the  first  year,  I 
think  it  is  important  that  we  give  the 
cost-of-living  increase  to  the  others  and 
to  Congress.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have 
gone  along  with  giving  a  cost-of-living 
increase  to  all  who  are  covered  by 
the  legislation. 

In  the  second  year,  the  others,  other 
than  Congressmen,  would  go  ahead  and 
get  their  cost-of-living  increase.  Mean- 
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while,  we  have  ample  time  in  which 
we  can  enact'any  kind  of  legislation  that 
we  want  to  enact — separate  out  the  de- 
termination of  our  cost  of  living  if  we 
are  going  to  give  ourselves  a  cost-of- 
living  increase,  or  our  salary  increase  if 
we  want  to  give  ourselves  a  salary  in- 
crease. We  can  do  it  by  law  any  time 
we  want  to  do  it.  We  can  separate  that 
out,  break  the  logjam  so  we  can  go 
ahead  with  the  cost-of-living  increases 
for  everybody  else.  We  can  give  ourselves 
more  next  year  if  Congress  is  willing  to 
stand  up  and  vote  for  the  cost-of-living 
increase.  The  Senator  feels — everybody 
in  Congress,  I  think,  feels  they  have  been 
held  back  more  than  the  other  employees 
of  Government.  That  has  been  pointed 
out  very  clearly. 

The  Senator  is  talking  about  Con- 
gressmen and  Senators  being  discrimi- 
nated against.  I  think  he  is  missing  the 
point  entirely. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  FONG.  I  wish  to  say,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  if  we  eliminate  the  Members 
of  Congress  from  getting  the  same  cost- 
of-living  allowance  as  the  others,  we  are 
committing  a  biased  act.  We  are  commit- 
ting a  discriminatory  act.  Nothing  pre- 
vents the  Senator  from  Ohio  from  intro- 
ducing a  bill  in  the  Senate  to  do  what 
he  wants  to  do.  In  the  meantime,  while 
we  are  enacting  this  legislation,  let  us  be 
fair  and  treat  everybody  alike.  If  he 
wants  to  change  it,  let  him  introduce  a 
bill  subsequently  and  let  us  move  on  it. 

Mr.  TAFT.  That  is  the  bill  I  have  been 
trying  to  get  hearings  on  for  the  last  2 
years. 

Mr.  FONG.  The  chairman  has  assured 
the  Senator  that  he  will  get  hearings  on 
it.  ' 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment: The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or- 
dered The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Eastland),  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern),  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Morgan),  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  (Mr.  Muskie)  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Stennls),  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Stevenson), 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr.  Sy- 
mington) are  necessarily  absent. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater) 


and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska)  are  necessarily  absent. , 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Stafford)  is  absent 
due  to  a  death  in  the  family. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 
nays  74,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  350  Leg.] 
YEAS— 12 


Allen 

Hansen 

Proxmlre 

Brock  \ 

Helms 

Roth 

Curtis 

Nelson 

Taft 

Fannin 

Nunn 

NAYS — 74 

Thurmond 

Abourezk 

Garn- 

Mclntyre 

Baker 

j    Gravel 

Met  calf 

Bartlett 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Bayh 

Hart,  Gary  W. 

Montoya 

Beall 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Packwood 

Bellmon 

Hartke 

Pastore 

Bentsen 

Haskell 

Pearson 

Biden 

Hatfield 

Pell 

Brooke 

Hathaway 

Percy 

Buck'.ey 

Hollings 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Huddleston 

Ribicoff 

Byrd, 

Humphrey 

Schweiker 

Harry  F., 

Jr.     Inouye 

Scott,  Hugh 

Byrd,  Robert  C.  Jackson 

Scott, 

Cannon 

Javits 

William  L. 

Case 

Johnston 

Sparkman 

Chiles 

Kennedy   * 

Stevens 

Church 

Laxalt 

Stone 

Clark 

Leahy 

Talmadge 

Cranston 

Long 

Tower 

Culver 

Magnuson 

Tunney 

Dole 

Mansfield 

Weicker 

Domenici 

Mathias 

Williams 

Eagleton 

McClellan 

Young 

Fong 

McClure 

Ford 

McGee 

NOT  VOTING- 

-13 

Bumpers 

McGovern 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Morgan 

Stevenson 

Glenn 

Moss 

Symington 

Goldwater 

Muskie 

- 

Hruska 

Stafford 

So  Mr.  Taft's  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  Mr.  Taft's 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    832 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  I  can  up 
my  amendment  at  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  report  the  amendment. 

Is "  that  the  amendment  previously 
withdrawn? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  withdrew  it  earlier. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
the  amendment.  The  clerk  will  state  the 
amendment. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

Mr.  Allen,  for  himself  and  Mr.  Helms, 
proposes  amendment  numbered  32,  on 
page  6,  beginning  with  line  6,  strike  all  over 
to  and  including  line  6  on  page  7. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alabama  is  recognized.         , 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  President,  after  this 
small  amendment,  if  adopted,  I  will  have 
no  further  amendment  tonight.  All  it 
does  is  to  eliminate  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress, House  and  Senate,  from  this  proce- 
dure guaranteeing  the  annual  salary  in- 
crease. If  this  amendment  should  be 
adopted  I  will  have  no  further  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  request  the  yeas  and  nays? 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Yes,  I  do  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second?  There  is  a  sufficient 
second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  The  original  amendment 
that  the  Senate  voted  on  eliminated  the 
entire  nongermane  amendment  setting 
up  this  method  whereby  the  executive 
department,  the  judiciary  and  Congress 
would  receive  the  guaranteed  annual 
wage  increases. 

It  occurred  to  me  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  amendment  was  rejected,  possibly  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  while  they  did 
not  want  this  guarantee  raised  for  them- 
selves, were  so  anxious  to  get  it  for  the 
other  departments  that  they  voted 
against  this  amendment  to  assure  that 
the  other  departments  would  get  the 
raise. 

Now,  confronted  simply  with  the  issue 
of  whether  or  not  Congress  would  get 
the  guaranteed  annual  wage  increases,  I 
feel  that  there  might  be  some  Senators 
who  would  vote  against  their  getting  the 
raise.  So,  Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
will  accomplish  that  purpose  of  elimi- 
nating Congress  from  this  annual  wage 
increase  procedure  which  has  been  in- 
serted in  this  bill  as  a  nongermane 
amendment.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  agree 
to  this  amendment. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  we  have  no 
further  comments  on  the  Senator's 
amendment.  It  was  discussed  fully  last 
night  here  on  the  floor,  and  it  was  dis- 
cussed as  an  issue  here  earlier  this  eve- 
ning. We  have  no  more  comment. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  have  no  further  comment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
Mr.  Allen.  The  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  be  a  10- 
minute  rollcall. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has  al- 
ready been  ordered  that  all  rollcalls  will 


be  10 -minute  rollcalls. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Bumpers)  ,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Eastland)  ,  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern)  ,  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Morgan)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Utah  (Mr.  Moss) ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Maine  (Mr.  Muskie)  ,  the  Sen- 
ator from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Stennis)  ,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Stevenson), 
and  the  Senator  from  Missouri  (Mr. 
Symington)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
(Mr.  Morgan),  and  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  (Mr.  Symington  would  each 
vote  "yea." 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce_that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Goldwater)  , 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska)   are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Stafford)  is  absent 
due  to  a  death  iri  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr. 
Goldwater),  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska)  would  each  vote 
"yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  25, 
nays  61,  as  follows: 

[Rollcall  Vote  No.  351  Leg.] 
YEAS— 25 


Allen 

Curtis 

Nunn 

Bentsen 

Domenici 

Proxmire 

Biden 

Eagleton 

Randolph 

Brock 

Fannin 

Roth 

Burdick 

Garn 

Stone 

Byrd, 

Hansen 

Taft 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

Hart,  Gary  W. 

Talmadge 

Cannon 

Helms 

Thurmond 

Chiles 

Montoya 
NAYS— 61 

Abourezk 

Haskell 

Metcalf 

Baker 

Hatfield 

Mondale 

Bartlett 

Hathaway 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Packwood 

Beall 

Huddleston 

Pastore 

Bellmon 

Humphrey 

Pearson 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Pell 

Buckley 

Jackson 

Percy 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

:.  Javits 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Johnston 

Schweiker 

Church 

Kennedy 

Scott,  Hugh 

Clark 

Laxalt 

Scott, 

Cranston 

Leahy 

William  L, 

Culver 

Long 

Sparkman 

Dole 

Magnuson 

Stevens 

Fong 

Mansfield 

Tower 

Ford 

Mathias 

Tunney 

Gravel 

McClellan 

Welcker 

Griffin 

McClure 

•  Williams 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

McGee 

Young 

Hartke 

Mclntyre 
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NOT  VOTING— 13 


Bumpers 

McGovern 

Btennls 

Eastland 

Morgan 

Stevenson 

Glenn 

Moss 

Symington 

Gold  water 

Muskie 

Hruska 

Stafford 

So  Mr.  Allen's  amendment  (No.  832) 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend-: 
ment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  PONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  over- 
looked the  technical  amendments  on  the 
errors  that  were  made  in  the  printing  of 
the  bill.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
they  be  added.  There  is  nothing  more 
than  just  technical  changes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  amendments. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee) 
proposes  technical  amendments. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  5,  beginning  on  line  3,  strike  out 
all  through  line  10,  and  insert  in  lieu  there- 
of the  following: 

(c)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5305  at 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  an- 
nual pay  reports,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
"The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  un- 
der this  subsection  shall  specify  the  overall 
percentage  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of 
pay  under  the  General  Schedule  and  of  the 
adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 
other  statutory  pay  systems.". 

(2)  Subsection  (c)(1)  of  section  5305  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  an- 
nual pay  reports,  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
"The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  un- 
der this  subsection  shall  specify  the  overall 
percentage  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates 
of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule  and  of 
the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the 
other  statutory  pay  systems.". 

On  page  5,  line  18,  Immediately  after 
"Schedule"  insert  a  comma.    ~ 

On  page  6,  beginning  on  line  10,  strike  out 
all  before  the  comma  on  line  11. 

On  page  7,  line  10,  strike  out  "is"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "are". 

On  page  9,  line  13,  insert  immediately 
after  "5305"  a  parenthesis. 

On  page  9,  line  14,  strike  out  "Schedule)." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Schedule.". 

On  page  10,  line  15,  strike  out  the  bracket 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "§". 

On  page  12,  line  3,  strike  out  "referee"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "referees". 

On  page  12,  line  9,  strike  out  "365"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "356". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendments. 


The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  passage. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  a 
sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
is  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  com- 
mittee amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute,  as  amended.     „ 

The  committee  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques- 
tion is  on  the  endorsement  of  the  amend- 
ments and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  2559)  was  read  the  third 
time. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 
Regular  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass?  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr. 
Bumpers),  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
(Mr.  Eastland),  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Glenn),  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  (Mr.  McGovern),  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  (Mr.  Morgan),  the 
Senator  from  Maine  (Mr.  Muskie),  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  (Mr.  Stennis), 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  (Mr.  Steven- 
son), and  the  Senator  from  Missouri 
(Mr.  Symington)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  (Mr.  Morgan),  would  vote 
"nay."  . 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  (Mr.  Gold  water) 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr. 
Hruska)    are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  (Mr.  Stafford)  is  absent 
due  to  a  death  in  the  family. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  'Ari- 
zona (Mr.  Gold  water)  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  (Mr.  Hruska). 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  "yea"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Arizona  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  58, 
nays  29,  as  follows: 
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[RollcaU  Vote  No.  352  Leg.] 
YEAS— 58 


Abourezk 

Haskell 

Mondaie 

Baker 

Hathaway 

Moss 

Bayh 

Hollings 

Nelson 

Beall 

Huddleston 

Nunn 

Brooke 

Humphrey 

Packwood 

Buckley 

Inouye 

Pearson 

Case 

Jackson 

Pell 

Church 

Javlts 

Percy 

Clark 

Johnston 

Ribicoff 

Cranston 

Kennedy 

Schweiker 

Culver 

Laxalt 

Scott,  Hugh 

Dole 

Leahy 

Scott, 

Domenlci 

Long 

William  L. 

Eagleton 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Fannin 

Mansfield 

Stevens 

Fong 

Mathias 

Tower 

Gravel 

McClure 

Weicker 

Griffin 

McGee 

-  Williams 

Hart,  Philip  A. 

Mclntyre 

Young 

Hartke 

Metcalf 
NAYS— 29 

Allen 

Cannon 

Montoya 

Bartlett 

Chiles 

Pastore 

Bellmon 

Curtis 

Pro  xm  ire 

Bentsen 

Ford 

Randolph 

Bid«n     ~~ 

Garn 

Roth 

Brock 

Hansen 

Stone 

Burdick 

Hart,  Gary  W. 

Taft 

Byrd, 

Hatfield 

Talmadge 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

Helms 

Thurmond 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

.  McClellan 

Tunney 

NOT  VOTING- 

-12 

Bumpers 

Hruska 

Stafford 

Eastland 

McGovem 

Stennis 

Glenn 

Morgan 

Stevenson 

Goldwater 

Muskie 

Symington 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  2559)  was  passed. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 

An  Act  to  amend  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  certain  provisions  of  law  providing  for 
Federal  agency  safety  programs  and  respon- 
sibilities, to  provide  for  cost-of-living  ad- 
justments of  Federal  executive  salaries,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Senate  be  authorized  to  make  tech- 
nical and  clerical  corrections  in  the  en- 
grossment of  the  Senate  amendments  to 
H.R.  2559. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
.objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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PROVIDING  FOR  CONSIDERATION 
OF  H.R.  2559,  AMENDING  TITLE  39, 
UNITED  STATES  CODE,  TO  APPLY 
CERTAIN  PROVISIONS  OF  LAW 
PROVIDING  FOR  FEDERAL 

AGENCY   SAFETY   PROGRAMS    TO 
THE  U.S.  POSTAL  SERVICE 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  send  to  the  Speaker's  desk  a  resolution 
for  printing  under  the  rule. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  resolu- 
tion. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol- 
lows: 

H.  Res.  653 
Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  the  bill  (H.R. 
2559)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
certain  provisions  of  law  providing  for  Fed- 
eral agency  safety  programs  and  responsibil- 
ities, and  for  other  purposes,  with  the  Sen- 
ate amendments  thereto,  be,  and'  the  same 
is  hereby  taken  from  the  Speaker's  table,  to 
the  end  that  the  Senate  amendments  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby,  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  resolution  Is  re- 
ferred to  the  House  calendar  and  ordered 
printed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  It  the  Intention  of 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  to  bring  up 
under  the  two-thirds  rule  the  rule  on  the 
proposition  suggested  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  my  intention  and  purpose  to  call  up 
for  immediate  consideration  Hoi,<?e 
Resolution  653,  which  has  been  just  sent 
to  the  desk. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is,  Shall 
the  House  consider  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  653)  which  has  just  been  filed  and 
read. 

POINT    OF   ORDER 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  it  with- 
in the  rules  of  the  House  for  a  resolu- 
tion to  get  printed,  or  a  report  filed,  to 
be  called  up  by  the  House  for  considera- 
tion? 

The  SPEAKER.  By  a  two-thirds  vote 
on   the  question  of  consideration.  Any 


time  the' Committee  on  Rules  submits  a 
rule,  whether  it  is  printed  or  not,  it  is  in 
order  to  be  called  up,  but  it  takes  two- 
thirds  of  the  Members  present  and  vot- 
ing to  consider  the  resolution  on  the 
same  day  reported. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 
.     The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
■from  Maryland  make  his  demand  on  the. 
question  of  consideration? 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Yes,  Mr.   Speaker. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  has  a 
right  to  demand  a  vote  on  the  ground 
that  no  quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  In  view  of  that  mag- 
nificent display  of  courage,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  object  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  does 
have  that  privilege. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  appreciate  that,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Regular  order,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  following 
the  regular  order. 

The  Chair  will  count.  The  Chair  is 
counting  to  determine  if  a  quorum  is 
present,  and  the  Chair  will  appreciate 
the  cooperation  instead  of  the  interfer- 
ence of  Members. 

One  hundred  eighty- one  Members  are 
present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  as  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  302,  nays  124, 
not  voting  8,  as  follows: 


Boiling 

Bonker 

Bowen 

Brademas 

Breaux 

Breckinridge 

Brodhead 

Brooks 

Broomfleld 

Brown,  Calif. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Burke,  Calif. 


[Roll  No.  457] 

YEAS — 302 

Abzug 

Baldus 

Adams 

Barrett 

Addabbo 

Baucus 

Alexander 

Beard,  R.I. 

Anderson,  HI. 

Bedell 

Andrews,  N.C. 

Bergland 

Annunzio 

BeviU 

Archer 

Biaggi 

Ashley 

Bingham  » 

Afipin 

Blouin 

AuCoin 

Boggs 

BadUlo 

Boland 

(105) 
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Burke,  Mass. 

Burleson,  Tex. 

Burllson,  Mo. 

Burton,  John 

Burton,  Phillip 

Butler 

Carney 

Casey  ' 

Cederberg 

Chlsholm 

Clay 

Cochran 

Collins,  m. 

Conte 

Conyers 

Corman 

Cornell 

Cotter 

Coughlln 

Daniel,  Dan 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Daniel  son 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Delaney 

Dell  urns 

Dent 

Derrick 

Derwinski 

Dickinson 

Dingell 

Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 

Downing,  Va. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

du  Pont 

Eckhardt 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Eilberg 

Erlenborn 

Eshleman 

Evans,  Colo. 

Fary 

Fascell 

Fenwick 

Findley     ~~ 

Fish 

Fisher 

Fithian 

Flood 

Florio 

Flowers 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Forsythe 

Fountain 

Fraser 

Frenzel 

Fuqua 

Gaydos 

Giaipio 

Gibbons 

Gilman 

Ginn 

Goldwater 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Gradison 

Green 

Gude 

Guyer 

Hall 

Hanley 

Hannaford 

Harkin 

Harrington 

Harris 

Hastings 

Hawkins 

Hays,  Ohio 

Hebert 

Hefner 

Helstoski 

Henderson 

Hicks 

Hightower 

Hill  is     , 


Hinshaw 

Holland 

Holtzman 

Horton  ' 

Howard 

Howe 

Hughes 

Hungate 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Jarman 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Okla. 

Jordan 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen ' 

Koch 

LaFalce 

Leggett 

Lehman 

Lent 

Litton 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

McClory 

McCloskey 

McCormack 

McFall 

McHugh 

McKay 

McKinney 

Macdonald 

Madden 

Madlgan 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Mann 

Mathis 

Matsunaga 

Mazzoll 

Meeds 

Mel  cher 

Metcalfe 

Meyner 

Mezvlnsky 

Michel 

Mikva 

Milford 

Mills 

Mineta 

Minish 

Mink 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Moakley 

Moffett 

Mollohan 

Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Moorhead,  Pa. 
Morgan 
Moss 

Murphy,  111. 
Murphy,  N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers,  Ind. 
Myers,  Pa. 
Neal 

Nedzi 
Nichols 

Nix 

Nolan 

Nowak 

Oberstar 

Obey 

O'Hara 

O'Neill 

Ot.t-inger 

Fassman 

Patman.  Tex. 

Patten,  N.J. 

Patterson, 
Calif. 

Patiison,  N.Y. 

Pepper 


Perkins 

Pettis 

Peyser 

Pickle 

Pike 

Preyer 

Pritchard 

Quie 

Railsback 

Randall 

Rangel 

Rees 

Reuss 

Rhodes 

Richmond 

Riegle 

Rinaldo 

Roberts 

Robinson 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roncallo 

Rooney 

Rose 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowski 

Roybal 

Runnels 

Ruppe 

Russo 

Ryan 

Santinl 

Sarasin 

Sarbanes' 

Scheuer 

Schroeder 

Seiberling 

Shipley 

Sikes 

Simon 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa    s- 

Solarz 

Spellman 

Staggers 

Stanton, 

J.  William 
Stark 
Steed 

Stelger,  Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlin 
Vander  Veen 
Vanlk 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Waxman 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson,  C.  H. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright   ' 
Wydler 
Yates 

Young,  Alaska 
Young,  Ga. 
Young,  Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 


Abdnor 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak. 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Bafalis 
Bauman 
Beard,  Tenn. 
Bennett 
Biester 
BlaDchard 
Brinkley 
Brown,  Mich. 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burke.  Fla. 
Byron 
Carr 
Carter 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don  H. 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Cohen 
Collins,  Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Crane 
D' Amours 
Devlne 

Duncan,  Tenn. 
Early 
Edgar 
Emery 
English 
Evans,  Ind. 
Evins,  Tenn. 


NAYS— 124 

Flynt 

Ford,  Tenn. 
Frey 
Grassley 
Hagedorn 
Haley 
Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hansen 
Harsha 
Hayes,  Ind. 
Hechler.  W.  Va, 
Heckler,  Mass. 
Heinz 
Holt 

Hubbard 
Ichord 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson,  Colo. 
Jones,  Tenn, 
Kasten 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Ketchum 
Keys 
Kindness 
Krebs 
Krueger 
Lagomarsino 
Landrum 
Latta 
Levitas 
Lloyd,  Tenn. 
Lott 
Lujan 
McCollister 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
Martin 
Miller.  Calif. 


Miller,  Ohio 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Mosher 

Mottl 

Natcher 

O'Brien 

Poage 

Pressler 

Quillen 

Regula 

Rogers 

Roush  - 

Rousselot 

St  Germain 

Satterfield 

Schneebell 

Schulze 

Sebelius 

Sharp 

Shriver 

Shuster 

Skubitz 

Smith,  Nebr. 

Snyder 

Spence 

Stanton, 

James  V. 
Steelman 
Steiger,  Ariz. 
Symms 
Taylor,  Mo. 
,Thone 
Treen 

Vander  Jagt 
Walsh 
Warn  pier 
Weaver 
Winn 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young.  Fla. 


NOT  VOTING— 8 
Bell  Fulton  Teague 

Diggs  Price  Udall       ' 

Esch  Risenhoover 

So  (two- thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof),  the  House  agreed  to  consider 
House  Resolution  653. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Diggs  for,  with  Mr. 
Teague  against. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 
follows : 

H.  Res.  653 
Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption'  of  this  resolution  the  bill  (H.R. 
2559)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code, 
to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal  Service 
certain  provisions  of  law  providing  for  Fed- 
eral agency  safety  programs  and  responsi- 
bilities, and  for  other  purposes,  with  the 
Senate  amendments  thereto,  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby  taken  from  the  Speaker's 
table,  to  the  end  that  the  Senate  amend- 
ments be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  agreed 
to. 
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Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
is  a  great  deal  of  misunderstanding  and 
some  misinformation  circulating  as  to 
precisely  what  it  is  we  are  considering  in 
the  Senate  amendment  to  H.R.  2559. 

The  language  added  in  the  Senate  is 
not  a  pay  raise  for  Members  of  Congress 
or  any  of  the  other  positions  in  the  exec- 
utive or  judicial  branches  mentioned  in 
the  bill.  It  is  a  procedural  change  in  the 
law  which  will  allow  for  a  cost-of-living 
adjustment  in  October,  at  the  same  time 
that  employees  under  the  General 
Schedule  receive  the  same  adjustment. 

Therefore,  talk  of  an  8.6  percent  pay 
increase  directly  resulting  from  this  bill 
is  incorrect.  There  are  no  percentage  fig- 
ures in  this  bill,  and  the  cost-of-living 
adjustment  has  yet  to  be  determined  by 
the  President. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  at  such  time  as 
a  percentage  figure  is  arrived  at,  it  will 
be  more  in  the  neighborhood  of  5  per- 
cent, because  at  the  beginning  of  this 
Congress  the  President  sent  to  the  Con- 
gress a  legislative  request  for  a  5 -percent 
cap  on  pay  increases  for  Federal  civilian 
employees  in  1976,  and  I  introduced  the 
legislation  in  his  behalf  by  request.  That 
legislation  has  not  been  acted  on,  and  is 
presently  lying  in  limbo. 

But,  the  point  is  clear.  We  are  consid- 
ering a  procedural  change  in  the  law  at 
this  time  and  will  have  the  opportunity 
later  this  fall  to  agree  or  disagree  to  a 
percentage  adjustment  in  salaries. 

The  President,  in  his  message  to  the 
Speaker  dated  July  26,  endorses  the  pur- 
pose of  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  President  advised  that  In  his 
judgment  this  amendment  "is  essential 
If  we  are  to  recruit  and  retain  qualified 
and  competent  senior  level  people  to  con- 
duct our  Govermnent's  business." 

These  senior  level  people  the  President 
speaks  of  in  all  three  branches  of  Gov- 
ernment, including  military  officers,  who 
as  a  result  of  the  statutory  pay  ceiling 
have  had  the  purchasing  power  of  their 
salaries  reduced  by  as  much  as  32  percent 
since  1969. 

For  example,  a  study  prepared  by  the 
Judicial  Conference  Committee  on  Judi- 
cial Compensation  points  out  that  while 
judges'  salaries  have  remained  static 
since  1969,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  has 
increased  42  percent  from  March  1969 
through  September  1974.  This  study 
says: 

It  must  be  recognized  that  Judges  have 
lost  purchasing  power  each  year  since  March 
1969.  This  has  resulted  in  a  cumulative  loss 
of  S53.480  for  district  judges  and  $56,830  for 
circuit  jtidges  .  .  ." 


In  contrast,  General  Schedule  Federal 
employees  have  received  38.1  percent 
comparability  pay  increases  during  this 
same  period  of  time.  The  inequitable  and 
discriminatory  result  of  freezing  judicial 
salaries  for  5  years,  while  annually 
raising  the  salaries  of  General  Schedule 
employees,  is  further  accentuated  by  the 
fact  that  in  addition,  these  Federal  em- 
ployees have  also  received  step  increases, 
mandated  under  the  grade  system,  that 
have  been  calculated  at  14.2  percent 
when  considered  with  the  comparability 
increases  on  these  step  increases.  Thus, 
the  aggregate  pay  increase  since  1969  for 
an  average  Federal  employee  is  calcu- 
lated to  be  52.3  percent,  excluding  im- 
provements in  fringe  benefits.  If  Federal 
judges  had  received  the  same  increases, 
the  current  salaries  would  be:  District 
judges,  $60,920;  court  of  appeals  judges, 
$64,728;  and,  Associate  Justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  $91,380. 

Obviously,  the  legislation  before  the 
House  does  not  call  for  or  contemplate 
increases  of  anywhere  near  that  magni- 
tude. Depending  on  the  determination  of 
the- President  this  fall,  the  comparabil- 
ity-pay adjustments  for  the  General 
Schedule  employees  will  be  between  5 
and  8  percent.  This  same  percent  will 
be  applied  to  the  salaries  of  the  positions 
covered  by  the  amendment  to  H.R.  2559, 
and  so  at  best  it  represents  only  a  par- 
tial catch-up  to  offset  cost-of-living  in- 
creases for  1  year. 

The  Chicago  Tribune,  in  February 
1974,  recognized  the  need  for  Congress  to 
loosen  the  financial  strait  jacket  of  judges 
and  key  Government  executives.  The 
editorial  said:" 

A  case  can  be  made  for  the  (salary)  in- 
creases, especially  for  judges  and  civil  service 
officials.  The  law  ties  all  these  salary  sched- 
ules together  in  fixed  ratios.  Judges'  salaries 
cannot  be  raised  unless  those  for  congress- 
men and  civil  service  officials  are,  too.  If 
Congress  blocks  its  own  pay  raise,  it  will 
automatically  block  those  for  others.  Yet 
there  is  a  need  for  inducement  for  good 
Judges,  and  at  the  existing  salary  scales  many 
of  them  could  do  better  in  private  practice. 

The  truth  of  this  is  shown  in  surveys 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor.  Attor- 
neys' salaries  have  risen  43.9  percent 
since  1969,  while  the  salaries  of  U.S. 
judges  have  not  risen  at  all. 

Salaries  of  State  chief  judges  have  in- 
creased 44.2  percent  in  the  same  period, 
and  whereas  in  1969  only  one  State — New 
York — paid  its  judiciary  at  a  rate  greater 
than  the  pay  of  U.S.  district  court  judges, 
^  -there  are  now  20  States  compensating 
vtheir  judges  at  rates  equal  to  or  greater 
than  the  pay  of  Federal  district  court 
judges. 
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Thus,  Federal  judges  have  been  un- 
justly treated  in  comparison  with  Gen- 
eral Schedule  Federal  employees.  They 
also  have  not  been  permitted  to  keep  pace 
with  their  brethren  on  the  bench  in  State 
systems  or  with  private  practitioners. 

While  judicial  salaries  have  been 
frozen,  top  officials  in  the  private  sector 
of  our  economy  have  received  salary  in- 
creases averaging  59.8  percent. 

Such  disparities  have  given  impetus  to 
the  rise  in  resignations  of  Federal  judges 
and  to  reduced  morale  within  the  Federal 
judiciary.  An  unprecedented  seven  Fed- 
eral district  judges  have  resigned  since 
November  1973.  If  a  significant  salary  in- 
crease is  not  made,  many  other  judges 
now  in  their  prime,  who  desire  to  con- 
tinue in  the  judiciary,  may  also  feel 
forced  to  return  to  private  practice,  at  a 
serious  loss  to  the  ranks  of  the  Federal 
judiciary. 

Another  relevant  consideration  is  the 
increased  efficiency  and  productivity  of 
the  judiciary.  The  average  overall  in- 
crease in  case  terminations  per  judgeship 
is  29.5  percent  for  the  period  1968-74.  The 
mean  processing  time  for  civil  cases  has 
dropped  10  percent  in  the  Federal  district 
courts  and  12.1  percent  in  courts  of  ap- 
peals. These  improvements  occurred  dur- 
ing a  period  when  filings  increased  36 
percent  and  what  have  been  classified,  as 
"difficult  cases"  increased  300.8  percent. 
Thus,  it  is  apparent  that  in  1974  Federal 
judges  are  doing  more  work  and  doing  it 
more  efficiently  than  they  did  in  1968. 
Moreover,  even  with  their  greater  work- 
load, it  is  evident  that"  Federal  judges  are 
performing  at  a  level  of  quality  as  high 
or  higher  than  ever. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  an  increased 
efficiency  has  been  taking  place  in  the 
Federal  judicial  system  the  percentage 
cost  of  the  courts  when  compared  with 
the  cost  of  operating  the  Government  as 
a  whole  has  steadily  declined. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  further  point  out 
in  terms  of  percentages,  should  this  cost 
of  living,  of  whatever  amount,  go  into 
effect  in  October,  the  cost  of  the  con- 
gressional-related increase  would  be  ap- 
proximately 3.5  percent  of  the  total.  The 
great  bulk  of  this,  well  over  80  percent 
of  the  cost,  would  be  for  the  cost-of-liv- 
ing adjustments  for  the  upper  echelon 
Federal  employees  whose  salaries  have 
been  frozen  under  the  compression  that 
has  developed.  Approximately  7  percent 
would  be  the  cost  of  increases  for  mem- 
bers of  the  Federal  judiciary.  The  re- 
mainder are  the  specialized  employees, 
the  doctors  at  Veterans*  Administration 
facilities  and  special  categories. 


Altogether  the  judiciary  and  the  legis- 
lative increases  involved,  when  there  is 
a  cost-of-living  adjustment,  would  be 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  total 
cost. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  'Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a 
Question?  

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  frankly  I  do  not  think  the  per- 
centages at  this  point  are  as  meaningful 
as  the  absolute  dollar  amounts.  I  have 
been  informed,  and  I  would  like  the  gen- 
tleman's opinion  on  this  since  he  is  more 
expert  on  these  matters  than  I,  that  with 
reference  to  the  legislative  branch,  if  we 
were  to  assume  that  the  increase  in  Oc- 
tober, the  cost-of-living  increase  the 
gentleman  mentioned  were  to  amount  to 
8  percent,  that  would  cost  as  far  as  the 
legislative  branch  would  amount  to,  $1.8 
million.  Is  that  a  correct  figure  in  the 
gentleman's  opinion? 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  That  is  correct.  That 
would  $1.8  million  ou^  of  an  approxi- 
mate increase  of  $49  million  to  $50  mil- 
lion. That  is  why  I  used  the  figure  of 
3.5  percent. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
point  out  that  the  pressure  for  this  ad- 
justment is  coming  primarily  from  the 
professional  organizations  representing 
the  upper  echelon  employees  and  from 
the  Federal  judiciary,  and  the  principal 
spokesman  of  course  there  is  the  Chief 
Justice. 

I  would  refer  the  Members  to  the  an- 
nual report  which  the  Chief  Justice  pre- 
sented on  the  state  of  the  judiciary  to 
the  American  Bar  Association  in  a  mid- 
winter meeting  in  Chicago  on  Febru- 
ary 23,  1975.  I  would  like  to  quote  from 
that  report: 

Even  a  casual  review  of  the  figures  showed 
that  the  number  of  criminal  cases  in  Fed- 
eral Courts  rose  25  percent  between  1964  and 
1974.  Much  less  well  known  to  the  public  Is 
the  fact  that  civil  case  filings  have  increased 
at  double  this  rate,  that  is,  by  55  percent. 
The  total  combined  increase  in  civil  and 
criminal  filings  in  that  ten-year  period  was 
45  percent,  fax  outstripping  the  increased 
number   of   Federal   Judges. 

He  went  on  to  point  out  that  there 
are  an  increasing  number  of  Federal 
judges  who  are  retiring.  Other  qualified 
individuals  for  Federal  judgeship  posi- 
tions have  refused  to  accept  these  ap- 
pointments because  their  law  practices 
far  exceed  the  salary  available  to  Federal 
judges. 
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Specifically,  the  Chief  Justice  record- 
mended  that  there  be  an  immediate  20 
percent  increase  in  Federal  judges' 
salaries  as  a  first  adjustment  to  catching 
up  with  the  6-year  salary  increase.  Now, 
that  is  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  United 
States  speaking  about  a  minimum  of  20 
percent  first-step  catch-up  for  the  Fed- 
eral Judiciary,  All  we  are  providing  for 
here  is  a  technical  procedure  that  might 
produce  an  8  percent  increase  in  the  cost 
of  living  adjustment  in  October,  so  by 
comparing  this  very  modest  develop- 
ment we  can  see  what  the  needs  are. 

One  other  point,  I  have  a  letter  -ad- 
dressed to  the  Speaker  from  the  Presi- 
dent. I  wish  to  read  two  pertinent  para- 
graphs: 

More  than  20  percent  of  the  Government's 
top  officials  are  either  quitting  their  jobs  or 
retiring  early.  From  1969  to  the  present,  the 
rate  of  executive  resignations  and  retire- 
ments has  more  than  doubled.  In  fact,  em- 
ployees -whose  salaries  are  frozen  are  retiring 
early  at  three  times  the  rates  of  all  Govern- 
ment employees  .  .  ;  depriving  the  Govern- 
ment of  five  or  ten  years  of  additional  serv- 
ice by  there  experienced  workers. 

The  President  goes  on  to  emphasize 
that  he  completely  supports  the  amend- 
ments that  were  accepted  in  the  Sen- 
ate. 

The  President  in  his  message  to  Con- 
gress says:" 

Since  March^  1969,  when  pay  for  upper 
echelon  Federal  employees  was  last  adjusted, 
the  salaries  of  those  not  subject  to  the  freeze 
have  risen  50  percent.  During  this  same 
period,  a  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  of  47.5  per- 
cent has  reduced  the  purchasing  power  of 
those  with  frozen  salaries  by  nearly  one- 
thirtL 

The  same  problem  applies  to  the  Judicial 
and  legislative  branches.  The  Chief  Justice 
advises  me  that  as  a  result  of  such  frozen 
compensation  schedules,  a  number  of  Fed- 
eral Judges  have  left  the  bench  to  return  to 
private  law  practice  and  many  others  are 
planning  to  do  so. 

While  the  salaries  fixed  in  1969  quite  un- 
derstandably seem  more  than  adequate  to 
many,  we  must  face  the  fact  that  such 
salaries  in  the  private  sector — and  Indeed  in 
a  growing  number  of  State  and  local  govern- 
ments— for  skilled,  experienced  administra- 
tors, senior  professionals  and  Judges.  Actu- 
ally, executive  pay  In  the  private  sector  and 
earnings  of  private  attorneys  have  both  in- 
creased by  about  44  percent  since  1969. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  conduct- 
ed an  extensive  6\rrvey  and  I  am  enclosing 
a  summary  of  Its  report  which  contains 
specifics  on  this  problem.  I  urge  you  to  read 
it. 

As  you  know,  the  Senate  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  reported  out  H.R.  2559  to  ex- 
tend to  employees  of  the  Executive,  Judicial 
and  Legislative  branches  whose  pay  has  been 
frozen  so  long,  increases  commensurate  with 


those    granted    to    other    employees    whose 
salaries  are  not  frozen. 

This  statutory  change  will  not  result  in 
any  "catch-up"  for  the  last  six  years  and 
will  not  solve  all  of  the  inequities  we  now 
have.  But  I  feel  we  must  move  at  once  in 
this  direction.  I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital 
step.  Further  action  to  solve  the  problem  will 
be  adressed  by  the  Panel  on  Federal  Compen- 
sation which  I  established  recently  and  by 
the  next  Quadrennial  Commission  on  Execu- 
tive, Legislative  and  Judicial  salaries. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  the  logical 
step  for  us  to  take  this  afternoon  is  to 
concur  with  the  Senate  amendments  to 
this  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  (Mr.  Henderson)  . 

(Mr.  HENDERSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Senate  amendment  strikes  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause'of  H.R.  2559  and  sub- 
stitutes a  new  text. 

The  new  text  includes  two  titles.  Title 
I  contains  provisions  identical  to  the 
House -passed  bill,  which  brings  the 
Postal  Service  under  section  19  of  the 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of 
1970. 

Title  H  of  the  amendment  adds  new 
provisions  entitled,  "The  Executive 
Salary  Cost- of -Living  Adjustment  Act." 

Title  II  of  the  Senate  amendment  pro- 
vides a  new  procedure  for  an  annual 
cost-of-living  adjustment  for  the  top  of- 
ficials of  the  executive,  legislative,  and 
judicial  branches  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  letter  from  the 
President  addressed  to  you  endorsing  the 
provisions  of  title  H  and  urging  the  Con- 
gress to  enact  this  bill  promptly.  I  will 
include  a  copy  of  the  letter  at  the  end 
of  my  statement. 

The  cost-of-living  adjustment  will  be 
determined  by  the  amount  of  the  com- 
parability adjustment  that  is  prescribed 
for  the  General  Schedule  under  5  U.S.C. 
5305.  The  comparability  adjustment  un- 
der that  law  generally  is  made  each  year, 
effective  the  1st  of  October.  The  amount 
of  the  adjustment  will  be  equal  to  the 
percentage  of  the  comparability  adjust- 
ment. It  would  become  effective  auto- 
matically on  the  first  of  the  month  dur- 
ing which  a  comparability  adjustment 
becomes  effective. 

The  amendment  will  apply  to — 

First.  Members  of  Congress; 

Second.  Judges  and  officials  of  the  ju- 
dicial branch,  numbering  1083; 

Third.  Presidential  and  other  ap- 
pointees   under    the    Federal    Executive 
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Salary  Schedule,  numbering  785;  and 

Fourth.  Those  officials  affected  by  the 
$36,000  pay  ceiling,  totaling  approxi- 
mately 14,600  civilians  and  600  military 
officers. 

The  Senate  amendment  will  halt  the 
pay  gap  from  widening,  and  the  pay  com- 
pression from  getting  any  worse.  It  will 
not  relieve  the  existing  gap,  nor  will  it 
relieve  the  existing  pay  compression. 

It  must  be  considered  as  a  minimum 
remedy.  It  is  anticipated  that  a  more 
complete  remedy  for  closing  the  pay  gap 
and  for  lessening  the  pay  compression 
will  be  the  subject  of  further  legislation, 
if  necessary,  or  may  be  remedied  as  a 
result  of  recommendations  following  the 
appointment  and  recommendation  of  the 
next  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial 
Pay  Commission  during  the  fiscal  year 
1977. 

Under  current  law,  the  procedure  for 
adjusting  the  pay  of  these  top  officials 
is  prescribed  by  section  225  of  the  Fed- 
eral Salary  Act  of  1967  (Public  Law  90- 
206,  2  U.S.C.  351-361).  This  law  au- 
thorizes the  appointment  of  a  Commis- 
sion on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judi- 
cial Salaries,  to  serve  for  the  fiscal  year 
1969  and  every  fourth  fiscal  year  there- 
after. The  Commission  is  required  to 
conduct  a  review  of  and  recommend  rates 
of  pay  for  the  top  officials  of  the  Gov- 
ernment. The  Commission's  recommen- 
dation is  considered  by  the  President, 
who  in  turn  is  required  to  submit  a  rec- 
ommendation to  the  Congress.  The  Pres- 
ident's recommendation  for  salary  ad- 
justments would  become  effective  auto- 
matically unless  either  House  of  Con- 
gress disapproves  the  recommendation. 

The  first  Commission  served  for  the 
fiscal  year  1969,  and  the  President's 
recommendation,  resulting  from  the  1969 
survey,  became  effective  in  March  1969. 

The  second  Commission  served  for  the 
fiscal  year  1973,  and  the  President,  early 
in  1974,  submitted  his  recommendation 
for  a  three -stage  increase  of  7.5  percent 
for  each  of  the  years  1974, 1975,  and  1976. 
This  recommendation  was  disapproved 
by  the  Senate  and  consequently  the  1969 
rates  are  still  in  effect. 

A  new  Commission  will  be  appointed 
for  the  fiscal  year  1977,  and  the  earnest 
a  new  adjustment  could  be  made  under 
existing  law  would  be  in  early  1977. 

The  existing  system  has  failed.  Four 
years  is  too  long  a  period  in  our  dynamic 
economy  to  wait  for  adjustments  in  pay 
of  these  high  level  positions.  The  In- 
creases should  be  automatic  and  on  an 
annual  basis. 


We  are  now  in  the  sixth  year  without 
any  pay  adjustment  for  these  top  offi- 
cials and  unless  we  change  the  law  no 
adjustment  will  be  made  until  early  in 
1977,  or  an  8-year  lag. 

There  Is  a  critical  need  for  a  new 
system  now.  Let  me  tell  you  why — and 
in  this  connection,  I  would  like  to  invite 
your  attention  to  a  committee  print  of 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  which  contains  a  lot  of  the 
background  information  to  which  I  will 
refer.  This  committee  print  is  available 
for  each  Member's  review. 

PAY  GAP 

The  salaries  of  the  top  officials  have 
remained  stagnant  since  March  1969. 

As  of  March  1975,  the  cost  of  living 
since  March  1969  has  increased  46  per- 
cent, cutting  the  purchasing  power  of  a 
$42,500  rate  by  more  than  one-third. 

Meanwhile,  non-Federal  executive  sal- 
aries have  increased  over  40  percent. 

During  these  same  years,  salaries  of 
other  Federal  employees  have  increased 
50  percent. 

The  $42,500  rate  now  has  the  purchas- 
ing power  of  $28,815,  and  a  $36,000  rate 
has  the  purchasing  power  of  -$24,408.  To 
put  this  another  way,  an  official  receiv- 
ing the  rate  of  $42,500  in  1969  would 
have  to  earn  around  $62,000  a  year  in 
1975  in  order  to  maintain  the  same  stand- 
ard of  living,  and  an  official  receiving 
$36,000  in  1969  would  have  to  be  earning 
$53,000  a  year  in  1975. 

Had  the  1974  recommendations  of  the 
President  become  effective,  the  $36,000 
rate  would  have  increased  to  $38,700  in 

1974,  to  $41,600  in  1975,  and  to  $44,700  in 
1976.  The  $42,500  rate  -would  have  in- 
creased to  $45,700  in  1974,  to'  $49,100  in 

1975,  and  to  $52,800  in  1976.  Needless  to 
say,  both  rates  are  at  the  1969  level,  and 
the  pay  gap  will  continue  to  widen  unless 
new  legislation  is  passed  by  the  Congress. 

SALARY  COMPRESSION 

A  second  problem  giving  rise  to  the 
critical  need  for  new  legislation  is  the 
growing  number  of  career  employees 
whose  pay  is  frozen  at  the  $36,000  rate, 
when  in  fact  their  actual  rates  of  pay 
should  be  as  much  as  $10,000  higher. 

Pay  rates  of  employees  under  the  stat- 
utory salary  systems — the  General 
Schedule,  the  Foreign  Service,  and  phy- 
sicians, dentists  and  nurses  of  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration — are  governed  by 
the  principle  of  annual  adjustments 
based  on  comparability  with  pay  in  pri- 
vate industry.  Under  this  principle,  the 
current  rate  for  the  top  career  position  is 
$46,336,  and  can  be  expected  to  increase 
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to  at  least  $50,000  in  October  1975.  How- 
ever, other  provisions  of  law  provide  that 
no  rate  of  pay  for  the  career  employee 
may  exceed  the  rate  of  the  lowest  step 
of  the  Executive  Schedule — level  V, 
$36,000.  Consequently,  practically  all 
positions  in  GS-15  -18  will  be  receiving 
the  top  rate  of  $36,000  by  the  end  of 
1975  unless  legislation  such  as  here  pro- 
posed is  enacted.  The  total  number  of 
these  employees  will  exceed  15,000.    - 

The  critical  need  to  alleviate  both  the 
pay  gap  and  the  pay  compression  has 
been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Congress  repeatedly  during  the  past  3 
years.  In  this  connection,  I  would  invite 
your  attention  to:  First,  the  1973  report 
of  the  Commission  on  Executive,  Legisla- 
tive, and  Judicial  Salaries  and  the  1974 
recommendation  of  the  President  based 
on  the  Commission's  report;  second,  the 
more  recent  February  1975  report  of  the 
Comptroller  General;  and  third,  the  1975 
Annual  Report  on  the  State  of  the  Judi- 
ciary by  Chief  Justice  Warren  E.  Burger. 

In  addition,  I  have  here  a  more  recent 
letter  from  the  Comptroller  General, 
recommending  that  immediate  action  be 
taken  by  the  Congress  to  enact  legisla- 
tion to  reform  the  salary  adjustment 
process  for  top  officials.  I  will  include  a 
copy  of  this  letter  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks. 

I  know  there  are  some  who  question 
the  need  for  this  amendment.  There  are 
some  who  will  say  that  they  can  furnish 
applicants  to  fill  any  executive  branch 
vacancy  that  may  exist,  but  these  argu- 
ments just  do  not  recognize  the  issues 
that  are  facing  us.  / 

There  may  be  plenty  of  applicants  for 
any  vacancy,  but  the  big  question  is 
whether  or  not  they  qualify  for  the  top 
management  jobs  in  both  the  executive 
and  judicial  branches  that  need  to  be 
filled. 

The  key  question  is — 

Will  one  of  these  applicants,  if  quali- 
fied, accept  a  nomination  as  a  district 
judge,  at  a  rate  pf  $40,000  a  year,  when, 
as  a  competent  attorney,  he  is  already 
making  $75,000  a  year? 

Will  one  of  the  applicants  that  quali- 
fied accept  the  position  as  Associate  Ad- 
ministrator of  NASA  at  a  rate  of  $36,000 
a  year,  when  the  former  Administrator 
left  to  accept  a  postion  in  private  in- 
dustry at  a  rate  of  $70,000  a  year? 

Will  one  of  the  applicants,  if  quali- 
fied, accept  a  position  as  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Child  Development,  HEW, 
at  $36,000  a  year,  a  position  which  has 
been  vacant  for  some  time,  and  which 
the  last  qualified  applicant  rejected  be- 
cause she  was  currently  receiving  $50,- 
000  a  year  in  private  industry? 


Will  one  of  the  applicants,  if  a  quali- 
fied physician,  accept  the  position  in  a 
VA  hospital  at  the  rate  of  $36,000  a  year, 
when  the  physician  is  earning  at  least 
$52,000  in  full-time  practice — the  aver- 
age net  income  for  non-Federal  phy- 
sicians being  $49,415? 

Chief  Justice  Burger  has  advised  that 
14  of  the  top  Federal  judges  either  have 
retired  recently  or  have  announced  that 
they  are  considering  retirement  because 
the  1969  rates  of  pay  are  no  longer 
realistic. 

Our  committee  files  have  numerous 
examples  indicating  the  difficulty  the 
executive  branch  is  having  in  filling  the 
top  level  positions,  and  I  will  Include, 
at  the  end  of  my  statement,  more 
illustrations. 

I  will  also  include  a  copy  of  a  letter  to 
President  Ford  from  an  employee  of  the 
U.S.  Army  Electronic  Warfare  Labora- 
tory. I  would  like  to  read  a  portion  of 
the  letter: 

The  rewards  of  this  career — the  feeling 
of  my  life  having  value — has  more  than  com- 
pensated for  any  Inequities  In  salary.  But  on 
returning  from  Korea,  I  was  given  the  most 
demanding  task  of  my  life:  the  "catch-up" 
In  electronic  warfare.  I  am  managing  over 
$80M  of  urgent  R&D  effort  In  support  oi  this 
goal  this  ye?r,  with  even  larger  commit- 
ments over  the  next  several  years.  Yet  in 
the  18  months  since  I  p.ssumed  this  respon- 
sibility, I  have  lost  two  supergrades  and 
three  GS-15  employees  (a  deputy  director, 
an  associate  director,  and  three  technical 
area  chiefs)  to  retirement  (and  new  careers) 
because  of  the  frozen  executive-level  salary 
structure.  These  are  five  of  the  eight  top 
people  in  Army  electronic  warfare. 

Mr.  President,  how  do  I  do  my  Job?  Kow 
do  I  deliver  on  my  responsibilities  to  the 
Army  and  to  the  public? 

•  •  •  •  • 

In  these  difficult  times,  there  are  a  lot 
of  things  we  simply  cannot  afford.  Some- 
times this  Includes  rather  fundamental 
things,  like  heating  our  buildings;  thls_has 
happened  here  at  Fort  Monmouth.  But  there 
are  some  things  we  must  afford,  and  among 
those  is  leadership.  Otherwise  we  move  back- 
wards, not  forwards,  In  turning  around  the 
problems  which  confront  us. 

Irreplaceable  experience  and  compe- 
tency are  being  drained  off  by  the  salary 
ceiling  impact  on  employees  of  the  execu- 
tive branch.  It  is  indeed  a  critical  situa- 
tion. 

Our  committee  held  hearings  in  1973 
on  a  proposal  to  change  the  pay-fixing 
procedure  as  is  proposed  by  the  Senate 
amendment  (committee  hearing  93-9). 
The  bill  then  being  considered  (S.  1989) 
proposed  to  change  the  time  frame  of  the 
procedure  from  a  4-year  to  a  2-year 
basis.  Had  this  been  enacted  it  would 
have  provided  some  relief.  However,  the 
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Senate-passed  bill,  which  was  approved 
by  our  committee,  was  not  considered  by 
the  House  when  the  resolution  proposing 
to  adopt  a  rule  for  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  was  defeated  In  the  House  on 
July  30,  1973,  by  a  record  vote  of  156 
to  237. 

The  1973  hearings  were  updated  this 
year  by  testimony  received  from  the 
Comptroller  General  and  the  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Also,  hearings  have  been  held  this 
year  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Courts, 
Civil  Liberties,  and  the'  Administration 
of  Justice,  of  the  House  Judiciary  Com- 
mittee, on  the  subject  of  pay  of  judges, 
and  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Hospitals 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Veterans' 
Affairs,  on  the  subject  of  pay  for  phy- 
sicians, dentists,  and  nurses  at  the  Vet- 
erans'^ Administration  hospitals.  The 
Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  has  now 
reported  a  bill  to  the  House  entitled, 
Veterans  Administration  Physicians 
and  Dentists  Comparability  Pay  Act  of 
1975  (H.R,  8240,  H.  Rept.  No.  94-339). 
That  bill,  if  enacted,  would  not  conflict 
with  any  provision  of  the  Senate  amend- 
ment. 

The  Senate  amendment  provides  a  new 
procedure  which  will  provide  a  minimal 
amount  of  relief  this  year  for  the  rates 
of  pay  of  the  top  officials. 

I  urge  that  the  House  approve  this 
matter  here  today. 

The  material  follows: 

The  White  House, 
Washington,  July  26,  1975. 
The  Honorable  the  Speaker, 
US^  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  As  you  are  aware  from 
discussions  wo  have  bad  over  the  past  few 
months,  a  serious  problem  has  been  develop- 
ing in  the  recruitment  and  retention  of  sen- 
ior-level executives  and  Judges  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government. 

This  problem  has  now  reached  the  critical 
stage.  Essentially,  It  stems  from  the  fact  that 
there  has  been  no  pay  raise  for  executive 
level  managers  or  Judges  for  six  years.  As  a 
result: 

Notwithstanding  the  clear  Intent  of  our 
Federal  pay  system  that  the  varying  levels 
of  responsibility  should  be  reflected  in  sal- 
aries, we  now  have  a  situation  where  some 
15,000  employees  in  top  grades  (Executive 
Level  V,  GS-18,  GS-17,  GS-16  and  even  GS- 
15)  all  receive  the  same  pay.  The  reason  is 
that,  as  employees  have  received  pay  in- 
creases over  the  past  six  years,  more  and 
more  of  them  come  up  against  the  six-year- 
old  statutory  pay  ceUing  of  Executive  Level 
V. 

More  than  20  percent  of  the  Government's 
top  officials  are  either  quitting  their  jobs  or 
retiring  early.  From  1969  to  the  present,  the 
rate    of    executive    resignations    and    retire- 


ments has  more  than  doubled.  In  fact,  em- 
ployees whose  salaries  are  frozen  are  retiring 
early  at  three  times  the  rate  of  all  Govern- 
ment employees,  mostly  In  the  55-59  age 
range,  depriving  the  Government  of  five  or 
ten  years  of  additional  service  by  these  ex- 
perienced workers. 

Several  dozen  of  the  Government's  top 
posts  are  unfilled  at  this  time  simply  be- 
cause many  of  the  executives  we  want  to 
bring  into  Federal  Service  cannot,  in  fair- 
ness to  their  families,  accept  the  huge  cut  in 
compensation  that  would  be  involved. 

Key  Government  officials  are  turning  do'wn 
offers  to  move  into  Federal  positions  of 
greater  responsibility  in  new  localities.  They 
cannot  afford  to  uproot  their  families  and 
bear  the  expense  of  moving  at  no  increase  in 
salary.  There  are  hundreds  of  instances  of 
this  problem. 

Since  March,  1969,  when  pay  for  upper 
echelon  Federal  employees  was  last  adjusted, 
the  salaries  of  those  not  subject  to  the  freeze 
have  risen  50  percent.  During  this  same  pe- 
riod, a  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  of  47.5  per- 
cent has  reduced  the  purchasing  power  of 
those  with  frozen  salaries  by  nearly  one- 
third. 

The  same  problem  applies  to  the  Judicial 
and  legislative  branches.  The  Chief  Justice 
advises  me  that  as  a  result  of  such  frozen 
compensation  schedules,  a  number  of  Federal 
Judges  have  left  the'  bench  to  return  to  pri- 
vate law  practice  and  many  others  are  plan- 
ning to  do  so. 

While  the  salaries  fixed  in  1969  quite  un- 
derstandably seem  more  than  adequate  to 
many,  we  must  face  the  fact  that  such  salar- 
ies are  today  far  out  of  line  with  comparable 
salaries  in  the  private  sector — and  indeed  in 
a  growing  number  of  State  and  local  govern- 
ments— for  skilled,  experienced  administra- 
tors, senior  professionals  and  Judges.  Actu- 
ally, executive  pay  in  the  private  sector  and 
earnings  of  private  attorneys  have  both  In- 
creased by  about  44  percent  since  1969. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  con- 
ducted an  extensive  survey  and  I  am  enclos- 
ing a  summary  of  its  report  which  contains 
specifics  on  this  problem.  I  urge  you  to  read 
it. 

As  you  know,  the  Senate  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  reported  out  H.R.  2559  to  ex- 
tend to  employees  of  the  Executive,  Judi- 
cial and  Legislative -branches  whose  pay  has 
been  frozen  so  long,  increases  commensurate 
with  those  granted  to  other  employees  whose 
salaries  are  not  frozen. 

This  statutory  change  will  not  result  in 
any  "catch-up"  for  the  last  six  years  and  will 
not  solve  all  of  the  inequities  we  now  have. 
But  I  feel  we  must  move  at  once  in  this  di- 
rection. I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital  first 
step.  Further  action  to  solve  the  problem  will 
be  addressed  by  the  Panel  on  Federal  Com- 
pensation which  I  established  recently  and 
by  the  next  Quadrennial  Commission  on  Ex- 
ecutive, Legislative  and  Judicial  salaries. 

The  added  cost  of  the  compensation  ad- 
justments of  H.R.  2559  will  come  to  a  frac- 
tion of  one  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll.  In 
my  Judgment,  this  action  is  essential  if  we 
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are  to  recruit  and  retain  qualified  and  com- 
petent   senior-level    people    to    conduct    our 
Government's  business.  I,  therefore,  urge  the 
Congress   to  enact   this   bill   promptly. 
Sincerely, 

Gerald  R.  Ford. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  been 
gathering  data  from  agencies  on  the  effect 
the  $36,000  limitation  on  pay  Is  having  on 
the  executive  branch's  efforts  to  recruit  and 
retain  a  high-quality  managerial  and  pro- 
fessional workforce. 

The  data  reveals  that  almost  all  agencies 
are  faced  with  similar  problems.  Hundreds 
of  the  Federal  Government's  most  valuable 
officials  are  quitting  their  Jobs  or  retiring 
early  because  of  the  $36,000  salary  limita- 
tion. The  result  is  that  many  key  positions 
are  being  left  vacant  and  important  services 
performed  by  the  Government  are  beginning 
to  suffer.  The  growing  size  of  the  problem 
is  shown  by  these  official  figures:  the  rate 
of  resignations  among  professional  employ- 
ees has  doubled  since  1970.  Retirements  In- 
creased by  50  percent  In  the  single  year 
from  1973  to  1974.  Early  retirements  of  ex- 
ecutives are  plaguing  many  Government 
agencies.  The  Internal  Revenue  Service  re- 
ports, for  example,  the  average  age  of  its 
retirees  has  gone  from  62.4  years  in  1969 
to  56  years  currently. 

Many  critical  and  important  Jobs  are  go- 
ing unfilled  for  months.  For  example:  The 
position  of  chief  actuary  of  the  entire  So- 
cial Security  system  has  been  vacant  for  15 
mbnthc.  The  GS-18  position  of  Director  of 
the  National  Institute  on  Aging  at  the  Na- 
tional Institutes  of  Health  has  been  vacant 
since  it  was  established  in  May  1974.  The 
positions  of  Program  Director  for  Chemo- 
therapy and  Program  Director  for  Cancer 
Centers  in  the  National  Cancer  Institute 
have  been  vacant  for  months.  Only  three 
out  of  15  vacant  positions  (due  to  early 
retirement)  of  administrative  law  Judges 
have  been  filled  at  the  National  Labor  Re- 
lations Board.  The  list  goes  on  and  on.  In 
all  cases  it  is  clear  that  the  $36,000  salary 
limitation  Is  a  major  reason  why  positions 
requiring  outstanding  qualifications  and 
capabilities,  in  addition  to  the  assumption 
of  awesome  responsibilities,  are  so  difficult 
to  fill. 

Another  aspect  of  the  problem  Involved 
the  refusal  of  key  employees  _to  move  Into 
positions  of  greater  responsibility.  Aside  from 
the  assuming  of  greater  responsibilities  at 
no  increase  in  salary,  it  also  generally  in- 
volved moving  to  a  different  part  of  the 
country,  uprooting  of  family  and  in  addi- 
tion bearing  the  expense  that  moves  gener- 
erally  entail.  Even  the  most  dedicated  em- 
ployees must  consider  this  very  carefully. 
For  example:  The  Project  Manager  for  the 
Apollo  Soyuz  Test  Project  refused  the  Di- 
rectorship of  the,Kennedy  Space  Center,  in- 
dicating that  he  could  not  afford  to  absorb 
the  cost  of  moving  his  family  to  Florida.  At 
the  National  Weather  Service,  a  GS-16  em- 
ployee declined  a  promotion  to  the  GS-17 
position  of  Associate  Director  for  Systems 
Development.  At  the  Department  of  Trans- 


portation a  GS-17  Regional  Director  refused 
reassignment  to  the  position  of  Associate 
Administrator  for  Airports  since  it  would 
Involve  moving  to  Washington,  bearing  the 
cost  of  the  move  and  the  disadvantage  of 
living  in  a  high -cost  area  without  any  addi- 
tional compensation.  Once  again,  the  exam- 
ples cited  are  Just  a  very  small  fraction  of 
an  ever-growing  list. 

Perhaps,  the  greatest  impact  of  the  $36,000 
limitation  is  felt  when  attempt ing  to  attract 
outstanding  candidates  from  the  private  sec- 
tor to  fill  top  level  vacancies.  This  is  espe- 
cially true  in  the  legal,  medical  and  scien- 
tific areas.  Applicants  who  are  curious  enough 
to  apply,  or  who. are  solicited  because  they 
are  currently  in  similar  positions  in  the  pri- 
vate sector,  are  quickly  turned  off  by  the 
$36,000  salary  or  with  the  prospect  that  it 
represents  the  end  of  the  road  as  far  as 
salary  is  concerned.  In  most  cases,  these 
people  are  already  making  far  more  money 
in  their  current  Jobs. 

The  general  higher  level  of  compensation 
in  tho  private  sector  for  positions  similar  in 
nature  and  scope  of  the  executive  levels  in 
government  not  only  6erves  as  a' barrier  for 
halting  the  flow  of  executive  level  types  from 
industry  into  the  government,  but  at  the 
same  time  serves  as  a  gateway  for  govern- 
ment executives  to  leave  government  employ- 
ment for  the  greener  pastures  of  private  en- 
terprise. At  the  Commerce  Department,  the 
Chief  Economist  of  the  Bureau  of  Economic 
Analysis,  GS-16,  resigned  to  take  a  higher- 
paying  position  in  private  enterprise.  At  the 
National  Cancer  Institute,  the  Clinical  Di- 
rector resigned  to  accept  a  higher-paying 
position  at  a  University.  At  the  Justice  De- 
partment, a  Supervisory  Trial  Attorney  at 
the  GS-16  level  resigned  to  accept  a  posi- 
tion in  private  industry  at  a  substantially  in- 
creased salary.  At  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, the  GS-17  Director  of  Automated 
Data  Systems  resigned  to  take  a  $70,000  posi- 
tion in  private  industry. 

At  the  same  time,  at  HEW,  a  candidate 
rejected  the  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Child  Development  because  she  was 
currently  making  $50,000  in  private  industry. 
At  the  Department  of  Interior,  a  candidate 
declined  the  position  of  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Energy  and  Minerals  to  accept 
a  position  with  a  consulting  firm  paying 
over  $50,000.  At  the  Commerce  Department, 
a  candidate  declined  appointment  to  a  GS-16 
Associate  General  Counsel  position  to  accept 
a  position  paying  $50,000.  At  the  Small  Busi- 
ness Administration,  a  candidate  declined 
the  position  of  Associate  Administrator  for 
Finance  and  Investment  because  it  would 
involve  a  loss  of  $14,000  of  his  current  salary 
in  the  private  sector. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  itself  has 
been  hit  by  premature  retirements  among 
its  top  staff.  Many  of  these  key  persons  re- 
tired within  months  after  becoming  eligible 
for  retirement.  For  example:  An  Executive 
Director  at  age  55,  A  Deputy  Executive  Di- 
rector at  age  57,  A  General  Counsel,  age  55, 
An  Assistant  Executive  Director,  age  55,  A 
Regional  Director,  55,  Two  Bureau  Directors, 
55  and  56.  and  two  Deputy  Bureau  Directors 
at  55.  These  executives  had  valuable  experi- 
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ence  and  skills  and  the  ability  to  render 
additional  valuable  service  for  perhaps  five 
or  ten  more  years.  Many  of  them,  in  fact, 
are  still  working  full-time  outside  of  the  Fed- 
eral service. 

It  is  apparent  that  If  the  situation  remains 
static,  that  is,  if  the' $36,000  limitation  re- 
mains and  at  the  same  time  the  level  of 
compensation  in  the  private  sector  remalna 
free  to  adjust  in  an  open  market,  we  are 
sure  to  see  the  problems  of  attracting  and 
retaining  quality  executives  become  even 
more  pronounced. 

Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States. 
Washington,  DC,  July  15, 1975. 
Hon.  David  N.  Henderson, 
Chairman,    Committee    on    Post    Office    and 
Civil  Service,  House  of  Representatives. 
Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  On  February  25,  1975, 
we  Issued  a  report  to  the  Congress  emphasiz- 
ing the  critical  need  for  a  better  system  for 
adjusting     top     executive,     legislative*,     and 
judicial  salaries.  This  report  pointed  out  that 
there  has  been  no  adjustment  in  such  salaries 
since  March   1969,   and   concluded   that  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967, 
which  contemplated  that  salary  adjustments 
for  such  positions  would"  be  made  every  four 
years,  have  failed. 

To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  our 
recommendation  that  immediate  legislation 
be  enacted  to  reform  the  salary  adjustment 
process  for  top  officials.  We  recommended 
that  a  new  process  should  provide  that  sal- 
aries be  adjusted  annually  on  the  basis  of 
either  the  annual  change  in  the  cost-of-liv- 
Ing  index  or  the  average  percentage  increase 
in  General  Schedule  salaries  and  that  these 
pay  levels  be  periodically  reviewed  by  an  in- 
dependent commission. 

Under  the  current  quadrennial  review  and 
adjustment  process,  the  next  earliest  pos- 
sible adjustment  could  not  occur  until  1977. 
"We  believe  that  If  adjustments  are  not  made 
before  then,  the  adverse  effects  on  recruit- 
ment, retention,  and  incentive  for  advance- 
ment throughout  the  Federal  service  will 
continue  to  cause  serious  damage  to  the 
capability  to  manage  Federal  programs 
economically  and  effectively. 

Enclosed  is  an  updated  synopsis  of  Infor- 
mation included  in  our  February  report 
showing  that  the  situation  continues  to 
worsen  for  Federal  executives  and  their  em- 
ploying agencies  and  promises  to  deteriorate 
even  further. 

We  trust  that  this  information  will  assist 
the  Congress  in  its  consideration  of  this 
matter. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

General  Accounting  Office 
the  executive  pay  problem  is  becoming  • 

increasingly  critical 
In  February  1975,  we  reported  to  the  Con- 
gress that  there  was  a  critical  need  for  a 
better   system  for   adjusting   top  executive, 
legislative,   and  Judicial   salaries.   As  we  re- 


ported, the  impasse  on  adjusting  top  offi- 
cials' salaries  has  frozen  salaries  since  March 
1969  for  Members  of  Congress,  judges,  Pres- 
idential and  other  appointees,-  and  about 
14,700  career  civil  service  personnel. 

The  quadrennial  review  and  adjustment 
process  has  failed.  It  is  much  too  long  a 
period  in  our  dynamic  economy.  Increases 
should  be  automatic.  The  last  increased  was 
proposed  in  1974.  A  significant  percentage 
increase  was  needed  but  the  Senate  rejected 
the  President's  proposed  three  stage  Increase. 
Failure  to  adjust  top  officials'  salaries  and 
resultant  compression  in  other  systems  cre- 
ate great  inequities  and  are  having  serious 
adverse  effects  on  recruitment,  retention,  and 
incentives  for  advancement  throughout  the 
Federal  service. 

To  date,  no  action  has  been  taken  on  the 
Geueral  Accounting  Office  recommendation 
that  legislation  be  enacted  to  reform  the  sal- 
ary adjustment  process  for  top  officials.  This 
paper  updates  Information  Included  in  our 
February  report  which  shows  that  the  situa- 
tion continues  to  worsen  for  Federal  execu- 
tives and  their  employing  agencies  and  prom- 
ises to  deteriorate  even  further. 

Erosion  of  purchasing  power 

Inflation  has  continued  to  erode  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  executive,  legislative,  and 
Judicial  salaries.  By  May  1975,  Individuals 
holding  these  positions  had  lost  almost  a 
third  of  their  March  1969  salaries. 


Executive  level 

March  1969 
salary 

May  1975 

purchasing 

power 

II... 
IH_. 

IV 

^..r.r..-. 

560,000 
42,500 
40,000 
38,000 

$40,680 
28.  815 
27, 120 
25,764 

V 

36,000 

24,  408 

To  put  it  another  way,  a  Level  V  official 
would  have  to  earn  about  $53,000  a  year  Just 
to  maintain  the  same  standard  of  living  he 
had  in  1969. 

THE  COMPRESSION  PROBLEM  IS  BECOMING 
MORE   SEVERS 

Since  March  1969,  General  Schedule  em- 
ployees have  received  seven  pay  raises  ac- 
cumulating to  about  50  percent.  Estimates  of 
the  next  General  Schedule  Increase,  sched- 
uled for  October  1975,  run  as  high  as  nine 
percent.  While  the  President  has  Indicated  a 
desire  to  hold  the  raise  to  five  percent,  addi- 
tional employees  will  reach  $36,000  regardless 
of  the  percentage  Increase. 


Percent  of  employees  at  $36,000 

If  October 

raise  is— 

Current 

GS 

pay  rates 

5  percent 

9  percent 

18. 

100 

100 

100 

17 

100 

100 

100 

16 

89 

100 

100 

15 

19 

46 

62 

14 

3 
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Non-Federal  executives  have  received  sub- 
stantial pay  increases 

From  1969  through  1974,  non-Federal  exec- 
utives' salaries  Increased  about  37  percent 
and  were  projected  to  Increase  another  10 
percent  during  1975.  Similarly,  senior  civil 
service  employees  in  other  countries  have  had 
substantial  pay  increases  since  1969.  The  pay 
of  top  government  positions  In  England,  Ger- 
many, and  Italy  Increased  anywhere  from  50 
to  150  percent  between  1969  and  1975.  Many 
officials  in  these  countries  now  receive  more 
compensation  than  their  U.S.  counterparts. 
These  officials  generally  received  pay  increases 
at  the  same  time  increases  were  given  the 
lower  paid  civil  servants. 

Retirement  is  more  financially  attractive 
than  continuing  to  work 

The  salary  celling  along  with  cost-of-living 
adjustments  for  Federal  retirees  has  provided 
increased  incentives  for  eligible  executives  to 
retire.  Since  the  last  salary  increase  for  top 
officials,  retirees  have  received  increases  of 
approximately  55  percent.  Another  increase 
of  6.1  percent  will  be  granted  to  retirees  on 
August  1,  1975.  Employees  who  retire  by  this 
date  will  also  have  the  7.3  percent  Increase  of 
January  1,  1975,  considered  in  their  annuity 
calculations.  For  example,  if  a  GS-18  with  30 
years  of  service  had  retired  in  December  1974, 
his  annual  annuity  after  the  August  adjust- 
ment would  be  $23,843.  If  he  continues  work 
through  July  1975,  his  annuity  on  August  1. 
1975,  would  be  $22,836.  If  he  retires  after 
July  1975,  his  annuity  would  be  only 
$21,724— $2,119  less  than  if  he  had  retired  in 
December  and  $1,112  less  than  if  he  had  re- 
tired in  July. 

Between  November  1,  1974,  and  February  1, 
1975,  the  retirement  rate  of  eligible  Govern- 
ment executives  was  almost  300  percent 
higher  than  the  Government-wide  average. 
The  greatest  number,  of  retiring  executives 
was  in  the  55  to  59  age  group.  The  greatest 
number  of  total  retirements  among  all  em- 
ployees was  In  age  group  62  and  "over.  The 
earlier  retirements  of  Government  executives 
result  in  added  costs  to  the  retirement  fund 
in  addition  to  the  cost  of  their  replacements. 
At  least  seven  former  Government  officials 
now  receive  annuities  greater  than  $36,000. 
Recruitment  and  retention  of  Federal  execu- 
tives is  becoming  more  difficult 

The  Government  continues  to  experience 
difficulties  recruiting  and  retaining  top  qual- 
ity individuals  in  key  positions.  Some  recent 
examples  are: 

An  individual  declined  appointment  to  a 
Department  of  Commerce's  GS-16  Associate 
General  Counsel  position  in  order  to  accept  a 
position  paying  $50,000  in  private  Industry. 

Six  individuals  declined  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress's GS-17  position  of  Senior  Specialist 
In  Taxation  and  Fiscal  Policy  because  they 
were  all  earning  higher  salaries  in  their  pres- 
ent employment. 

Two  candidates  said  they  could  not  afford 
to  accept  HEW's  GS-18  position  of  Director, 
National  Institute  On  Aging  at  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  because  of  the  pay  lim- 
itation. One  individual,  currently  with  NIH, 
refused  promotion  to  this  position  because 
he  would  not  have  received  any  increase  in 
pay. 


In  June  1975,  six  of  the  Department  of 
Treasury's  12  top  officials  announced  their 
departures.  The  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury for  Monetary  Affairs  resigned  his  $40,000 
post  because  he  said  he  was  "broke".  He  said 
there  were  no  reasons  for  leaving  other  than 
the  need  to  replenish  his  "flat  pocketbook." 

HEW's  GS-17  Associate  Administrator  for 
Planning,  Research,  and  Training  resigned  to 
accept  a  higher-paying  job  In  private  enter- 
prise. 

The  GS-18  Executive  Director  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Commission  retired  to  seek  em- 
ployment In  private  enterprise  because  of 
the  executive  salary  ceiling. 

NASA's  Associate  Administrator  resigned 
to  accept  a  position  in  the  private  sector  and 
in  leaving  indicated  a  dissatisfaction  with 
Federal  salary  levels. 

The  Executive  Director  and  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  re- 
tired because  of  the  freeze  on  supergrade 
pay. 

Five  top  officials  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration  announced  their  retirement 
because  staying  on  in  the  frozen  pay  levels 
would  deny  them  cost-of-living  increases  as 
retirees. 

Four  GS-16  Administrative  Law  Judges  in 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  retired  indi- 
cating their  decisions  were  influenced  by  the 
effect  of  the  salary  ceiling  on  their  annuities. 

During  January  to  May  1975,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  reported  that  the  salary 
ceiling  was  an  important  part  of  the  decisions 
of  17  executives  to  resign  or  retire,  three  em- 
ployees to  refuse  promotions,  reassignments, 
or  transfers,  and  22  individuals  to  decline 
Government  job  offers. 

Ocean,    N.J., 
December  30,  1974. 
Hon.  Gerald  R.  Ford, 
President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  The  attached  article 
on  the  federal  executive  salary  problem,  re- 
printed in  a  recent  edition  of  the  Asbury 
Park  Press,  is  forwarded,  for  your  earnest 
consideration. 

Although  this  letter  undoubtedly  reflects 
personal  feelings,  I  hope  I  would  never  go 
so  far  as  to  write  the  President  unless  I 
believed  the  public  concerns  of  the  issue 
to  be  overriding.  I  am  a  career  executive, 
serving  presently  as  Director  of  the  US  Army 
Electronic  Warfare  Laboratory.  I  have  had  a 
lifetime  of  rewarding  service,  beginning  as  a 
"bench"  scientist  who  was  fortunate  enough 
to  see  the  products  of  my  work  used  by  the 
country.  I  later  served  in  a  senior  capacity  as 
a  laboratory  chief  at  the  Harry  Diamond  Lab- 
oratories— then  In  Vietnam,  with  the  Office  of 
the  Science  Advisor — then  as  Special  As- 
sistant to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Army  for  Research  and  Development — and 
then  as  leader  of  the  Nixon-Doctrine  effort  in 
Korea  (Director,  Defense  RDTE  Group  Ko- 
rea) that  assisted  the  ROK  to  establish  a 
large  measure  of  self-sufficiency  in  defense 
technology  and  favorably  Impacting  their 
economy  while  reducing  our  military  assist- 
ance by  some  millions  of  dollars.  In  your  re- 
cent visit  to  Korea,  you  may  have  been  shown 
the  major  strides  made  by  the  Koreans  in 


176 


this  area,  including  co-production  of  tactical 
radios,  home  production  of  military  vehicle 
parts,  and  new  production  of  Korean-devel- 
oped items. 

The  rewards  of  this  career — the  feeling  of 
my  life  having  value — has  more  than  com- 
pensated for  any  inequities  in  salary.  But  on 
returning  from  Korea,  I  was  given  the  most 
demanding  task  of  my  life:  the  "catch-up" 
in  electronic  warfare.  I  am  managing  over 
$80M  of  urgent  R&D  effort  in  support  of  this 
goal  this  year,  with  even  larger  commitments 
over  the  next  several  years.  Yet  In  the  18 
months  since  I  assumed  this  responsibility, 
I  have  lost  two  supergrades  and  three  GS-15 
employees  (a  deputy  director,  an  associate 
director,  and  three  technical  area  chiefs)  to 
retirement  (and  new  careers)  because  of  the 
frozen  executive-level  salary  structure.  These 
are  five  of  the  top  eight  people  in  Army  elec- 
tronic warfare. 

Mr.  President,  how  do  I  do  my  Job?  How  do 
I  deliver  on  my  responsibilities  to  the  Army 
and  to  the  public?  And  my  little  corner  of 
responsibility  is  Just  a  little  corner;  this 
situation  is  replicated  throughout  the  fed- 
eral service.  I  note  that  at  my  former  labora- 
tory (the  Harry  Diamond  Laboratories  in 
Washington)  that  two  of  the  most  productive 
defense  scientists  of  our  time  are  leaving  this 
month:  Mr.  Horton,  the  Technical  Direc- 
tor, and  Dr.  Kalmus,  Chief  Scientist.  Both 
hold  presidential  medals  and  international 
awards.  Bill  Horton  is  holder  of  the  Scott 
Award  (first  recipient  was  Madame  Curie) 
for  his  pioneering  in  fiuidics.  He  Is  in  good 
health,  and  several  years  younger  than  you 
and  most  of  the  congressional  leadership.  I 
know  him  well  enough  to  know  the  difficulty 
of  this  decision,  but  he,  too,  has  a  family  to 
provide  for  and  a  life  to  lead. 

Salary  legislation  which  continually  pro- 
vides solid  cost-of-living'  increases  for  the 
mass  of  federal  workers  while  freezing  the 
leadership  makes  mediocrity  in  government 
guaranteed.  Loyalty  can  resist  the  salary  ero- 
sion (and  actual  reduction  of  retirement  by 
6%  to  11%  annually)  only  so  long.  Our  best 
people  not  only  have  loyalty  to  their  gov- 
ernment, they  also  have  loyalty  to  their  fami- 
lies. 

Most  of  us  in  positions  of  responsibility 
are  seriously  concerned.  The  feeling  of  per- 
sonal inequity  undoubtedly  exacerbates  the 
problem;  far  more  important,  however,  is 
that  in  a  time  of  austerity,  inflation,  and  ma- 
jor changes  in  defense  strategy  and  defense 
technology,  we  are  losing  our  leadership. 

In  these  difficult  times,  there  are  a  lot  of 
things  we  simply  cannot  afford.  Sometimes 
this  includes  rather  fundamental  things,"  like 
heating  our  buildings;  this  has  happened 
here  at  Fort  Monmouth.  But  there  are  some 
things  we  must  afford,  and  among  those  Is 
leadership.  Otherwise  we  move  backwards, 
not  forwards,  in  turning  around  the  prob- 
lems which  confront  us. 

With  apologies  for  any  personal  motivation 
in  this  letter,  but  with  abiding  concern  for 
the  public  impact  of  this  Issue,  I  respect- 
fully request  your  personal  leadership  with 
the  Congress  In  rectifying  this  serious  Is- 
sue of  dead-ending  the  people  who  bear,  col- 
lectively, major  responsibilities  in  the  af- 
fairs of  our  nation. 


Respectfully  yours. 
One  inclosure  as  stated. 

Examples  of  the  Impact  op  the  $36,000  Ceil- 
ing on  Key  Employees'  Decisions  To  Seek 
Other  Employment  or  To  Retire 
An  individual  declined  appointment  to  a 
Department  of  Commerce's  GS-16  Associate 
General  Counsel  position  in  order  to  accept  a 
position  paying  $50,000  in  private  industry. 

Six  individuals  declined  the  Library  of 
Congress'  GS-17  position  of'Senior  Special- 
ist In  Taxation  and  Fiscal  Policy  because  they 
were  all  earning  higher  salaries  in  their  pres- 
ent employment. 

Two  candidates  said  they  could  not  afford 
to  accept  HEW's  GS-18  position  of  Director, 
National  Institute  On  Aging  at  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  because  of  the  pay  lim- 
itation. One  individual,  currently  with  NLH, 
refused  promotion  to  this  position  because 
he  would  not  have  received  any  increase  in 
pay. 

In  June  1975,  six  of  the  Department  of 
Treasury's  12  top  officials  announced  their 
departures.  The  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury for  Monetary  Affairs  resigned  his  $40,000 
post  because  he  said  he  was  "broke".  He  said 
there  were  no  reasons  for  leaving  other  than 
the  need  to  replenish  his  "flafpocketbook." 
HEW's  GS-17  Associate  Administrator  for 
Plarrhing,  Research,  and  Training  resigned  to 
accept  a  higher-paying  Job  in  private  enter- 
prise. ^ 
The  GS-18  Executive  Director  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Commission  retired  to  seek  em- 
ployment in  private  enterprise  because  of  the 
executive  salary  eeiling. 

NASA's  Associate  Administrator  resigned 
to  accept  a  position  in  the  private  sector  and 
in  leaving  indicated  a  dissatisfaction  with 
Federal  salary  levels. 

The  Executive  Director  and  the  General 
Coumsel  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  re- 
tired because  of  the  freeze  on  supergrade  pay. 
Five  top  officials  of  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration announced  their  retirement  be- 
cause staying  on  4ln  the  frozen  pay  levels 
would  deny  them  cost-of-living  increases  as 
retire<  s. 

Four  GS-16  Administrative  Law  Judges  in 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  retired  Indi- 
cating their  decisions  were  influenced  by  the 
effect  of  the  salary  ceiling  on  their  annuities. 
During  January  to  May  1975,  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  reported  that  the  salary 
ceiling  was  an  important  part  of  the  deci- 
sions of  17  executives  to  resign  or  retire, 
three  employees  to  refuse  promotions,  reas- 
signments,  or  transfers,  and  22  individuals 
to    decline    Government    Job    offers.      _ 

Memorandum  for  the  Honorable  James 
M.  Cannon     - 
The  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  26, 1975. 
I  would  like  to  bring  to'  your  attention  a 
matter    which    is    increasingly  .  causing    me 
grave   concern — that    of   salary    compression 
among  our  executive  workforce. 

We  are  encountering  increasing  difficulty 
both  in  retaining  individuals  of  outstanding 
competence  and  in  recruiting  to  replace  those 
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individuals  who  are  leaving  the  Department 
because  Federal  service  does  not  provide 
adequate  compensation  when  compared  with 
remuneration  in  the  private  and  academic 
sectors. 

The  entire  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare,  like  every  other  component 
of  the  Executive  Branch,  is  severally  affected 
by  the  ceiling  on  salaries  that  Is  now  in  force. 
The  impact  of  compression  which  effectively 
limits  rates  of  pay  to  no  more  than  $36,000 
per  year  for  all  but  a  handful  of  our  most 
senior  personnel  touches  every  one  of  the 
Department's  programs — in  health,  educa- 
tion, and  social  and  rehabilitation  services, 
as  well  as  the  highest  echelons  where  key 
individuals  have  responsibilities  that  cut 
across  all  these  categories. 

Our  health  function  in  particular  has  been 
severely  impacted.  The  /types  of  personnel 
whose  talents  are  most  urgently  needed  with- 
in the  Federal  health  establishment  are  ac- 
tively sought  after  by  industry,  academia, 
hospitals,  health  maintenance  organizations, 
and  similar  service  agencies,  and  frankly,  by 
the  public  at  large  who  are  now  prepared 
to  compensate  the  average  physician  at  the 
rate  of  $45,000  annually.    . 

Not  only  Is  there  a  Federal  salary  in- 
equity with  the  private  sector,  but  we  are 
now  beginning  to  see  a  similar  Inequity  with 
respect  to  state  and  local  government.  For 
example  the  director  of  children's  services 
.  .  .  asking  people  to  accept  nationwide  re- 
sponsibility for  children's  services  for  two 
thousand  dollars  less. 

Similarly,  many  superintendents  of  large 
school  systems  are  now  earning  in  excess  of 
$40,000  annually,  in  comparison  to  $36,000 
paid  executives  to  develop  and  direct  ele- 
mentary and  secondary  education  programs 
having  national  impact. 

With  respect  to  our  inability  to  retain 
persons  in  key  positions,  I  was  particularly 
concerned  at  the  recent  decision  of  seven 
people  occupying  key  supergrade  positions 
in  SSA  who  announced  their  retirement  this 
year.  The  $36,000  salary  ceiling  is  a  major 
factor  in  their  decision.  These  retirements 
will  very  definitely  affect  several  major  pro- 
grams which  are  extremely  complex. 

Through  the  years,  salary  compression  con- 
tinues to  Impact  our  executives.  Approxi- 
mately 97%  of  our  supergrade  (and  equiva- 
lent) employees  are  earning  the  same  salary 
paid  those  appointed  to  Executive  Level  V 
positions    ($36,000). 

Further,  almost  600  of  our  GS-15  popula- 
tion are  now  earning  $36,000.  The  pay  raise 
likely  to  occur  in  October  will  place  many 
more  GS-15's  at  this  earning  level.  While 
these  individuals  hold  very  responsible  posi- 
tions, the  difference  between  GS-15  respon- 
sibility and  that  of  an  Executive  Level  V  Is 
significant. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  statis- 
tics which  indicate  that,  overall,  7%  of  the 
Federal  workforce  retires  shortly  after  they 
are  eligible.  However,  23%  of  those  indi- 
viduals earning  $36,000  retire  as  soon  as 
they  are  eligible.  The  significance,  of  course, 
is  that  the  Federal  Government  is  prema- 
turely losing  the  services  of  many  employees 
who  no  doubt  could  serve  several  more  years 


as  competent  and  productive  civil  servants. 
We  have  provided  statistics  and  recited 
cases  to  the  General  Accounting  Office,  Civil 
Service  Commission,  and  in  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  on  our  Inability  to  recruit  and 
retain  key  executives. 

Unless  the  celling  on  salary  levels  for 
senior  personnel  paid  under  the  General 
Schedule,  the  Executive  Schedule,  or  any  of 
.  the  other  pay  mechanisms  under  which  Fed- 
eral personnel  are  employed  Is  appropri- 
ately raised,  I  have  no  doubt  that  a  situa- 
tion, which  now  can  be  fairly  characterized 
as  critical,  will  certainly  worsen. 

Caspar  W.  Weinberger, 

Secretary. 
■ p  s — I  am  attaching  a  memo  which  I  have 
Just  received  from  the  Commissioner  of  So- 
cial Security.  This  is  an  appalling  situation 
for  one  of  the  Government's  most  essential 
agencies. 
The  Commissioner  of  Social  Security, 

*  Baltimore,  Md.,  June  25,  1975. 

Note  for  the  Secretary 
Enclosed  is  a  summary  of  retirements  from 
key  positions  that  will  occur  between  now 
and  the  end  of  next  month — the  deadline  for 
the  1975  benefit  Increase  on  CSC  retirement. 
In  all,  there  are  eight  definite  and  one 
probable.  Four  of  the  nine  are  Regional  Com- 
missioners (leaving  five). 

The  two  top  posts  below  the  Commis- 
sioner— the  Deputy  Commissioner  (Art  Hess) 
and  the  Associate  Commissioner  for  Oper- 
ations (Hugh  McKenna)— will  be  vacated. 
(To  make  matters  worse,  the  next  highest 
post,  the  Associate  Commissioner  for  Pro- 
gram Policy  and  Planning,  has  been  vacant 
for  some  time.  Our  top  candidate  backed  out 
at  the  last  minute  to  take  an  offer  outside 
of  Government  paying  $14,000  more  than  we 
can  offer.) 

In  all  (counting  the  probable),  we  are  los- 
ing nine  out  of  our  top  nineteen  supergrade 
posts  at  one  time— in  the  midst  of  a  major 
reorganization  and  In  the  midst  of  one  of 
the  heaviest  workload  and  policy  choice  pe- 
riods ever  faced  by  SSA,  While  some  of  the 
retirements  would  have  occurred  sooner  or 
later  due  to  age  (SSA's  top  staff  has  been  al- 
lowed to  stratify  too  much  at  one  age  level), 
all  of  the  retirees  cite  dollars  and  cents  ad- 
vantages of  retirement  over  work  (and  the 
lack  of  any  prospect  for  a  raise  in  Federal 
salaries)  as  at  least  one  of  their  reasons  for 
retiring  now.  Seven  out  of  nine  cite  the  Fed- 
eral salary  versus  retirement  increases  as  the 
only  reason  for  leaving  at  this  time. 

As  you  can  see  from  the  enclosed  listing, 
all  of  the  men  will  draw  high  retirement  in- 
comes compared  to  their  present  fixed  salary 
of  $36,000. 

This  Is  not  smart  government. 
It's  not  smart  economics. 
For  that  matter,  it's  not  smart  anything. 
I  know  that  you  have  tried  to  help,  but  1 
am  personally  discouraged  that  any  of  us  has 
any  real  chance  of  stopping  the  present  trend 
in  either  salaries  or  retirements. 

James  B.  Cardweix. 
Enclosure. 

P.S. — Since  this  was  written,  one  more  re- 
tirement has  been  received. 
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The  Impact  of  the  $36,000  Salary  Limita- 
tion— July  16,  1975 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  been 
gathering  data  from  agencies  on  the  effect 
the  $36,000  limitation  on  pay  is  having  on 
the  executive  branch's  efforts  to  recruit  and 
retain  a  high-quality  managerial  and  pro- 
fessional workforce. 

The  data  reveals  that  almost  all  agencies 
are  faced  with  similar  problems.  Hundreds  of 
the  Federal  Government's  most  valuable  of- 
ficials are  quitting  their  Jobs  or  retiring  early 
because  of  the  $36,000  salary  limitation.  The 
result  is  that  many  key  positions  are  being 
left  vacant  and  important  services  performed 
by  the  Government  are  beginning  to  suffer. 
The  growing  size  of  the  problem  Is  shown 
by  these  official  figures:  The  rate  of  resigna- 
tions among  professional  employees  has 
doubled  since  1970.  Retirements  increased  by 
50  per  cent  In  the  single  year  from  1973 
to  1974.  Early  retirements  of  executives  are 
plaguing  many  Government  agencies.  The 
Internal  Revenue  Service  reports,  for  exam- 
ple, the  average  age  of  its  retirees  has  gone 
from  62.4  years  in  1969  to  56  years  currently. 

Many  critical  and  important  Jobs  are  going 
unfilled  for  months.  For  example:  The  posi- 
tion of  chief  actuary  of  the  entire  Social  Se- 
curity system  has  been  vacant  for  15  months. 
The  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the  Na- 
tional Institute  on  Aging  at  the  National 
Institutes  of  Health  has  been  vacant  since 
it  was  established  in  May  1974.  The  posi- 
tions of  Program  Director  for  Chemotherapy 
and  Program  Director  for  Cancer  Centers  in 
the  National  Cancer  Institute  have  been  va- 
cant for  months.  Only  three  out  of.  15  vacant 
positions  (due  to  early  retirement)  of  ad- 
ministrative law  Judges  have  been  filled  at 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Board.  The  list 
goes  on  and  on.  In  all  cases  it  is  clear  that 
the  $36,000  salary  limitation  Is  a  major  rea- 
son why  positions  requiring  outstanding 
qualifications  and  capabilities,  In  addition  to 
the  assumption  of  awsome  responsibilities 
are  so  difficult  to  fill. 

Another  aspect  of  the  problem  Involves  the 
refusal  of  key  employees  to  move  into  posi- 
tions of  greater  responsibility.  Aside  from 
the  assuming  of  greater  responsibilities  at 
no  increase  In  salary,  It  also  generally  in- 
volves moving  to  a  different  part  of  the  coun- 
try, uprooting  of  family  and  in  addition  bear- 
ing the  expense  that  moves  generally  entail. 
Even  the  most  dedicated  employees  must 
consider  this  very  carefully.  For  example: 
The  Project  Manager  for  the  Appollo  Soyuz 
Test  Project  refused  the  Directorship  of  the 
Kennedy  Space  Center,  indicating  that  he 
could  not  afford  to  absorb  the  cost  of  mov- 
ing his  family  to  Florida.  At  the  National 
Weather  Service,  a  GS-16  employee  declined 
a  promotion  to  the  GS-17  position  of  Asso- 
ciate Director  for  Systems  Development.  At 
the  Department  of  Transportation  a  GS-17 
Regional  Director  refused  reassignment  tt> 
the  position  of  Associate  Administrator  for 
Airports  since  it  would  involve  moving  to 
Washington,  bearing  the  cost  of  the  move 
and  the  disadvantage  of  living  In  a  high-cost 
area  without  any  additional  compensation. 
Once  again,  the  examples  cited  are  Just  a 
very  small  fraction  of  an  ever-growing  list. 


Perhaps  the  greatest  impact  of  the  $36,000 
limitation  is  felt  when  attempting  to  attract 
outstanding  candidates  from  the  private  sec- 
tor to  fill  top  level  vacancies.  This  is  espe- 
cially true  in  the  legal,  medical  and  scien- 
tific areas.  Applicants  who  are  curious 
enough  to  apply,  or  who  are  solicited  because 
they  are  currently  in  similar  positions  in  the 
private  sector,  are  quickly  turned  off  by  the 
$36,000  salary  or  with  the  prospect  that  it 
represents  the  end  of  the  road  as  far  as 
salary  is  concerned.  In  most  cases,  these  peo- 
ple are  already  making  far  more  money  in 
their  current  Jobs. 

The  general  higher  level  of  compensation 
in  the  private  sector  for  positions  similar  In 
nature  and  scope  of  the  executive  levels  in 
government  not  only  serves  as  a  barrier  for 
halting  the  flow  of  executive  level  types  from 
Industry  into  the  government,  but  at  the 
same  time  serves  as  a  gateway  for  government 
executives  to  leave  government  employment 
for  the  greener  pastures  of  the  private  world. 
For  example:  At  the  Atomic  Energy  Com- 
mission, two  GS-16  program  managers  re- 
signed to  accept  higher-paying  positions  in 
private  enterprise.  At  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment, the  Chief  Economist  of  the  Bureau  of 
Economic  Analysis,  GS-16,  resigned  to  take 
a  higher-paying  position  in  private  enter- 
prise. At  the  National  Cancer  Institute,  the 
Clinical  Director  resigned  to  accept  a  higher- 
paying  position  at  a  University.  At  the  Jus- 
tice Department,  a  Supervisory  Trial  Attor- 
ney at  the  GS-16  level  resigned  to  accept 
a  position  in  private  industry  at  a  substan- 
tially increased  salary.  At  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  GS-17  Director  of  Auto- 
mated Data  Systems  resigned  to  take  a  $70,- 
000  position  in  private  industry.  - 

At  the  same  time,  at  HEW,  a  candidate  re- 
jected the  GS-18  position  of  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Child  Development  because  she  was 
currently  making  $50,000  in  private  indus- 
try. At  Department  of  the  Interior,  a  candi- 
date declined  the  position  of  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Energy  and  Minerals  to 
accept  a  position  with  a  consulting  firm  pay- 
ing over  $50,000.  At  Commerce  Department. 
a  candidate  declined  appointment  to  a  GS- 
16  Associate  General  Counsel  position  to  ac- 
cept a  position  paying  $50,000.  At  the  Small 
Business  Administration  a  candidate  de- 
clined the  position  of  Associate  Administra- 
tor for  Finance  and  Investment -because  it 
would  Involve  a  loss  of  $14,000  of  his  current 
salary   in   the   private   sector. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  Itself  has 
been  hit  by  premature  retirements  among  its 
top  staff.  Many  of  these  key  persons  retired 
within  months  after  becoming  eligible  for 
retirement.  For  example:  An  Executive  Di- 
rector at  age  55,  A  Deputy  Executive  Director 
at  age  67,  A  General  Counsel,  age  55,  An 
Assistant  Executive  Director,  age  55,  A  Re- 
gional Director,  55,  Two  Bureau  Directors, 
55  and  56,  and  .two  Deputy  Bureau  Directors 
at  55.  These  executives  had  valuable  experi- 
ence and  skills  and  the  ability  to  render 
additional  valuable  service  for  perhaps  five 
or  ten  years.  Many  of  them,  in  fact,  are  still 
working  full-time  outside  of  the  Federal 
service. 

It  is  apparent  that  if  the  situation  remains 
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static,  that  Is,  11  the  $36,000  limitation  re- 
mains and  at  the  same  time  the  level  of 
compensation  in  the  private  sector  remains 
free  to  adjust  in  an  open  market,  we  are  sure 
to  see  the  problems  of  attracting  and  retain- 
ing quality  executives  become  even  more  pro- 
nounced. 

Comparison  of  Executive  Compensation  in 

Largest  Private  Enterprise  Firms  and  the 

Federal  Government 

Source:  private  enterprise  compensation 
data  drawn  from  Business  Week/Peat,  Mar- 
wick,  and  Mitchell  study  published  in  May 
12,   1975,  Issue  of  Business   Week.) 

The  heads  of  nine  of  the  Nation's  largest 
banks  receive  compensation  (salaries  plus 
bonuses)  averaging  $277,000,  while  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury  receives  $60,000,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  receives  $42,500,  and  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency  receives  $40,000. 

The  heads  of  three  of  the  Nation's  largest 
wood  products  firms  receive  compensation 
averaging  $249,000,  and  the  heads  of  five 
of  the  largest  paper  companies  average 
$316,000.  Tne  head  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Serv- 
ice  receives    $36,000. 

The  heads  of  nine  of  the  largest  food 
product  companies  in  the  country  receive 
compensation  averaging  $294,000,  while  the 
Secretary  of   Agriculture   receives   $60,000. 

The  heads  of  three  of  the  country's  large 
retail  store  chains  receive  an  average  of 
$311,000,  while  the  General  Services  Ad- 
ministration's Commisisoner  of  the  Federal 
Supply   Service    receives    $36,000. 

The  heads  of  five  of  the  country's  largest 
airlines  receive  an  average  of  $239,000  In 
compensation,  and  the  heads  of  four  large 
railroads  receive  an  average  of  $309,000. 
The  Secretary  of  Transportation  receives 
$60,000,  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  receives  $42,500, 
and  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Rail- 
road Administration  receives  $40,000.  The 
Chairmen  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
and  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
each  receive  $40,000. 

The  heads  of  eight  of  the  country's  large 
power  companies  receive  compensation  aver- 
aging $188,000.  The  Chairman  of  the  Fed- 
eral Power  Commission  receives  $40,000,  as 
does  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Direc- 
tors of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority.  The 
Administrator  of  the  Bonneville  Power  Ad- 
ministration  receives   $36,000. 

The  heads  of  twelve  of  the  country's 
largest  oil  companies  receive  average  com- 
pensation of  $429,000.  The  Administrator  of 
the  Federal  Energy  Administration  receives 
$42,500. 

The  heads  of  five  of  the  country's  largest 
communications  companies  receive  compen- 
sation averaging  $441,000.  The  Chairman  of 
the  Federal  Communications  Commission 
receives  $40,000. 

The  heads  _of  five  of  the  largest  aircraft 
manufacturing  companies  receive  an  aver- 
age of  $348,000,  and  the  heads  of  the  four 
major  automobile  makers  average  $292,000. 
The  heads  of  the  seven  largest  steel  com- 
panies average  $337,000.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  receives  $60,000. 


The  heads  of  four  of  the  Nation's  large 
publishing  companies  receive  average  com- 
pensation of  $238,000.  The  Public  Printer 
of  the  United   States   receives   $40,000. 

The  heads  of  six  of  the  Nation's  largest 
raining  companies  receive  average  compen- 
sation of  $316,000.  The  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior receives  $60,000,  and  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  Mines  receives  $36,000. 

(Mr.    HENDERSON    asked    and    was 

given  permission   to  revise  and   extend 
his  remarks.) 

GENERAL    LEAVE 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
revise  and  extend  their  remarks  and  in- 
clude extraneous  matter,  on  the  resolu- 
tion under  consideration. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
minority  leader,  the  gentleman  from  Ari- 
zona (Mr.  Rhodes)  . 

(Mr.  RHODES  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  RHODES.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  with 
reluctance  that  I  rise  to  oppose  this  rule. 
I  do  not  oppose  all  of  it.  I  think  very  defi- 
nitely that  the  judiciary  is  in  need  of 
a  pay  raised 

I  have  never  voted  against  a  congres- 
sional pay  raise,  and  I  do  not  think  it  has 
ever  hurt  me  to  vote  for  a  congressional 
pay  raise.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  mechanism  we  have  adopted  here  is 
completely  antiethical  to  the  dignity7  of 
this  body. 

The  Congress  has  more  to  do  with  the 
level  of  the  cost  of  living  than  any  other 
pa.rt  of  the  Government.  Therefore,  I  just 
cannot  agree  with  the  idea  that  we 
should  be  put  in  the  position  of  benefit- 
ing by  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  living. 
Yet,  that  is  exactly  what  will  happen  if 
this  resolution  is  adopted. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  but 
what,  as  far  as  the  Federal  Government 
is  concerned,  the  best  interests  of  the 
country  lie  in  an  increase  in  pay  for  both 
the  executive  and  the  judicial  branches. 
Many  of  the  members  of  the  judiciary 
are  resigning.  It  is  becoming  difficult  to 
get  people  to  take  appointments,  even 
as  Federal  judges.  This  is,  as  everyone 
knows,  an  appointment  which  has  been 
avidly  sought  by  most  lawyers  in  the 
country.  Yet,  as  I  say,  it  is  very  difficult 
to  get  people  to  stay  in  the  judiciary  or 
to  go  in  the  judiciary.  Likewise,  executive 
branch  positions  are  becoming  increas- 
ingly hard  to  fill. 
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A  judge  cannot  earn  anything  other 
than  his  pay,  except  what  he  can  make 
as  a  teacher  in  a  law  school.  Members  of 
Congress  can;  we  are  different  from  that 
standpoint. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  we  will  be  much 
better  served,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  were  to 
give  the  proper  committee  of  the  Con- 
gress the  task  of  bringing  out  proper  pay 
raise  legislation  for  the  Congress  and 
let  us  vote  it  up  or  down. 

A  case  can  be  made  for  that  legisla- 
tion; I  know  it,  and  the  Members  know 
it.  We  should  do  that  instead  of  putting 
ourselves  in  the  same  position  as  a  civil 
service  employee.  We  were  elected  to 
Congress  by  480,000  people.  We  are  not 
civil  service  employees.  We  are  a  consti- 
tutionally created  legislative  body.  We 
are  all  Members  of  it.  We  should  act  like 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  just  seems  to  me  that 
the  dignity  of  the  House  would  be  much 
better  served  if  we  were  to  use  the  regu- 
lar mechanism  rather  than  the  one  pro- 
posed here  today. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree 
with  the  minority  leader  that  Congress 
has  a  major  role  in  increasing  inflation. 
We  in  Congress  should  not  benefit  from 
fiscal  irresponsibility.  This  should  not  be, 
but  is  it  not  true  that  under  this  rule  we 
will  have  no  further  opportunity  to  de- 
bate or  change  any  of  the  provisions  that 
are  in  this  legislation? 

Mr.  RHODES.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  my 
understanding. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  So  once  this  rule  is 
agreed  to,  if  it  is  agreed  to,  then  that 
will  be  the  final  act  with  respect  to  this 
issue? 

Mr.  RHODES.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Would  it  not  be  better 
to  vote  down  the  previous  question  and 
give  this  House  an  opportunity  to  work 
its  will  on  the  details  of  this  bill  and  not 
merely  accept  what  the  Senate  has  put 
in  it? 

Mr.  RHODES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RHODES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

(Mr.  SHUSTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  SHUSTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
associate  myself  with  the  position  of  our 
distinguished  minority  leader,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rhodes). 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  proposed  pay  increase 
for  Congress  is  wrong  for  three  reasons 
and  I  urge  the  defeat  of  this  resolution. 

First,  it  is  wrong  to  bring  this  impor- 
tant legislation  to  this  floor  through  a  sly 
backdoor  technique  which  does  not  even 
permit  us  to  offer  amendments  for  con- 
sideration. By  slipping  through  a  resolu- 
tion which  provides  for  "Federal  agency 
safety  programs  with  Senate  amend- 
ments thereto,"  knowing  full  well  that 
the  "Senate  amendments  thereto"  in- 
clude a  congressional  pay  raise,  you  de- 
mean the  dignity  of  this  House;  you  dem- 
onstrate manipulative  skill  rather  than 
integrity. 

Second,  it  is  wrong  for  Members  of  a 
current  Congress  to  vote  themselves  a 
raise.  Any  such  increase  should  not  take 
effect  until  the  next  Congress  so  the  peo- 
ple can  vote  for  or  against  the  Members 
in  an  election  prior  to  the  increase  tak- 
ing effect. 

Third,  it  is  wrong  for  Members  of 
Congress  to  give  themselves  an  auto- 
matic cost-of-living  increase  because  it  is 
the  big  spenders  in  Congress  who  cause 
the  cost  of  living  to  rise  through  deficit 
spending. 

Consider  the  self-serving  irony:  First, 
Congress  votes  itself  an  automatic  cost- 
of-living  increase;  then  it  continues  to 
vote  for  big  spending  programs  which  will 
create  an  $80  billion  deficit  next  year;  the 
deficit  forces  the  Federal  Reserve  to  print 
more  paper  money  to  pay  the  Govern- 
ment's bills  which  in  turn  increases  in- 
flation; inflation  drives  up  the  cost  of 
living  and  Congress  automatically  gets  a 
pay  raise. 

The  American  people  would  be  better 
off  if  Congress  got  a  pay  decrease  when 
the  cost  of  living  went  up  and  a  pay  in- 
crease when  the  cost  of  living  went  down. 
Then  we  might  see  more  fiscal  responsi- 
bility in  Washington.  I  urge  the  defeat  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration,  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  (Mr.  Hays). 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  obvi- 
ously I  am  for  the  resolution. 

This  does  not  catch  up,  as  far  as  the 
Members  of  Congress  are  concerned,  with 
the  42  percent  cost-of-living  increase  we 
have  seen  since  we  had  an  adjustment  in 
our  salary,  but  it  at  least  puts  us  on  the 
escalator  with  the  rest  of  the  employees. 

I  disagree  with  the  minority  leader  in 
his  statement  that  it  is  the  fault  of  Con- 
gress that  there  is  inflation,  because  Con- 
gress had  not  one  word  to  say  about  the 
Russian  wheat  deal  last  year  which 
boosted  the  cost  of  living  for  every  man, 
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woman,  and  child  in  this  country. 

That  was  done  downtown.  There  is 
another  wheat  deal  going  on  right  now, 
and  we  do  not  have  anything  to  say  about 
that.  The  fact  is  that  Congress  has  a 
very  minimal  impact  on  the  cost-of-liv- 
ing increases  and  on  inflation  generally. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  all  know  the  minority 
leader  is  in  a  nice  position  relative  to  the 
rest  of  us.  He  has  extra  amounts  avail- 
able for  staff.  I  sent  upstairs  for  the  fig- 
ures, but  I  do  not  have  them  yet!  I  do  not 
know  exactly  what  the  figures  are,  but  I 
would  say  they  run  in  the  neighborhood 
of  at  least  $100,000  more  than  the  rest  of 
us.  We  just  gave  him  $30,000  recently. 

Also  he  has  a  big,  long,  black  Cadillac 
limousine  with  a  chauffeur.  The  chauf- 
feur's salary  is  $15,828  per  year.  If  the 
minority  leader  would  drive  his  own  car 
we  could  save  enough  to  give  a  raise  to 
eight  Members. 

I  will  tell  the  Members  something:  I 
will  forgo  a  cost-of-living  raise  if  the 
Government  will  provide  me  with  a 
limousine  "and  chauffeur;  and  I  will  give 
up  the  chauffeur  and  settle  for  a  compact 
car. 

I  will  tell  the  Members  and  the  gentle- 
man from  Arizona  (Mr.  Rhodes)  ,  in  par- 
ticular, something  else,  that  my  commit- 
tee has  the  possibility  of  giving  every 
Member  one  of  them  without  bringing 
it  to  the  House  for  a  vote.  Maybe  that 
is  what  we  ought  to  do. 

This  is  being  out  in  the  open  and 
legitimate  and  on  the  record  and  above 
board,  and  there  is  nothing  shady  about 
it.  We  are  48  percent  behind  now.  If  the 
cost  of  living  is  8  percent  additional,  as 
I  understand  it  will  be,  and  we  do  not 
get  it  then  we  will  be  56  percent  behind 
as  a  result  of  our  salaries  being  frozen. 

Take  the  judiciary.  Everybody  wants 
to  give  the  judges  a  raise.  I  do  not  hear 
anybody  saying  they  should  not  have  a 
raise  because,  really,  there  is  not  too 
much  demagoguery  involved  in  talking 
about  the  judges,  is  there? 

I  am  reminded  of  the  feeling  when  we 
had  our  last  salary  increase.  I  really 
wish  we  could  amend  this  bill  because 
I  would  offer  the  amendment  I  offered 
then. 

The  two  Senators  from  Ohio  set  the 
stage.  'Neither  one  of  them  is  here  now. 
They  were  both  Democrats,  and  they 
were  "demagoging"  that  Congress  did 
not  need  a  raise. 

I  offered  an  amendment  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  to  make  the  salary  of  Con- 
gressmen a  minimum  of  $5,000  and  a 
maximum  of  $50,000,  and  provided  that 
every  Member  should  come  in  at  the 
beginning  of  the  session   and  sign   an 


affidavit  as  to  what  he  thought  he  was 
worth  within  that  range,  and  that  is 
what  he  would  be  paid.  I  made  the  state- 
ment— and  I  stand  by  it — that  if  either 
Senator  from  Ohio  made  an  affidavit 
that  he  was  worth  more  than  $5,000,  1 
would  personally  file  charges  of  perjury 
against  him, 

I  would  just  love  to  be  able  to  offer 
that  amendment  now.  There  would  be  a 
lot  of  perjury  charges  floating  around, 
I  expect. 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SCHEUER.  As  a  matter  of  infor- 
mation, I  ask  my  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  (Mr.  Hays)  ,  whether 
there  is  anything  in  this  law  that  would 
require  a  Member  of  Congress  to  take 
this  increase  if  he  or  she  felt  that  he  or 
she  did  not  need  it,  particularly  a  Mem- 
ber of  Congress  who  happened  to  be 
single. 

I  noticed  several  Members  of  Congress 
who  voted  against  the  rule  were  single. 
They  do  not  have  children.  They  do  not 
have  to  buy  books.  They  do  not  pay  for 
music  lessons.  They  do  not  have  to  send 
their  children  to  summer  camps  and  buy 
tennis  gear  and  so  forth. 

Is  there  anything  that  requires  them 
to  take  the  increase  or  to  make  trips 
abroad  at  Government  expense,  with 
moneys  that  they  feel  would  be  better 
left  in  the  General  Treasury? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  The  Comptroller 
General  has  sent  a  letter  saying  that 
Members  of  Congress  cannot  waive  any 
portion  of  their  statutory  salary.  How- 
ever, after  receipt  of  this  salary  at  the 
statutory  rate  for  the  period,  such  Mem- 
bers will  be  at  liberty,  if  they  so  desire, 
to  return  any  portion  thereof  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury  as  a  gift. 

If  they  return  it  as  a  gift,  it  will  be 
deposited  in  the  general'  fund,  and  the 
gift  may  be  deducted  as  a  charitable 
contribution. 

If  some  of  the  Members  really  feel 
strongly  about  this  pay  raise  bill  and  it 
passes,  here  is  their  out,  and  I  will  be 
glad  to  furnish  any  Member  with  a  copy 
of  the  letter. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  (Mr.  Peyser)  . 

(Mr.  PEYSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PEYSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  number 
of  my  good  friends  and  colleagues  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  have  said  to  me, 
"Why  are  you  taking  the  floor  on  this 
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issue?"  I  am  going  to  try  to  tell  the 
Members  why. 

Just  before  I  came  over  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  today,  I  received  a  phone 
call  from  a  friend  of  mine  in  New  York. 
As  many  Members  know,  I  am  engaged 
in  the  Senatorial  race  in  New  York.  The 
friend  said: 

I  Just  listened  to  a  radio  commentator, 
and  you  had  better  not  vote  for  anything 
that  looks  like  a  pay  raise  because  it  will 
really  hurt  you. 

Mr.  Speaker  and  my  dear  colleagues, 
I  can  say  now,  after  5  years  in  this  Con- 
gress, that  I  am  so  convinced  that  what 
we  are  talking  about,  a  potential  in- 
crease of  8  percent,  a  minimal  amount 
for  us  to  be  considering  when  our  pur- 
chasing power  has  decreased  by  40  per- 
cent over  the  past  6  years.  I  am  going  to 
vote  for  this  cost-of-living  increase  hope- 
fully the  majority  of  the  Members  will, 
too. 

I  think  we  have  to  have  more  confi- 
dence in  the  public  and  in  the  public's 
good  sense  than  a  lot  of  us  given  them 
credit  for,  because  the  issue  here  really 
is  not  whether  we  need  a  pay  raise;  it  is 
the  issue  of  whether  the  Members  think 
an  get  reelected  in  voting  for  this, 
and  I  am  telling  the  Members  that  I  am 
convinced  that  they  can,  if  you  are  in- 
volved and  working  full  time  for  your 
let. 

I  say  that  because  if  your  constituents 
really  think  so  little  of  you  that  the  fact 
that,  you  are  voting  for  a  potential  $2,000 
or  $3,000  increase  in  your  compen- 
sation as  a  cost-of-living  increase,  not 
having  received  an  increase  in  6  years, 
then  I  do  not  think  such  Members  de- 
serve to  be  in  this  Congress,  and  their 
people  are  not  going  to  vote  for  them. 

But  I  am  convinced  that  is  not  the  case. 

I  can  tell  the  Members  what  has  hap- 
pened to  me  financially  since  I  have  been 
in  this  Congress.  It  has  been  a  disaster. 
Yet  I  fight  every  2  years,  just  like  the  rest 
of  the  Members,  to  get  back  in  here,  be- 
cause I  really  believe  I  am  trying  to  do 
something  that"  I  think  is  important  and 
for  the  good  of  the  people.  The  action  is 
here  and  Twant  to  be  part  of  it.  But  I 
can  tell  the  Members  that  the  economics 
are  murder. 

All  one  has  to  do  is  to  look  at  the 
Congressional  Record  where  I  file  my 
own  tax  report  each  year,  and  they  can 
see  the  steady  decline. 

You  know,  people  say,  well,  you  can 
deduct  all  these  things.  Certainly  we  can 
deduct  them,  but  if  we  do  not  have  the 
money  to  live  on,  what  good  are  deduc- 
tions? I  do  have  children  in  college,  I  do 
have  expenses  like  all  of  the  Members. 
All  I  am  trying  to  say  is  let  us  vote  for 


this  thing  on  the  basis  that  we,  like  any 
other  working  people  in  this  country,  men 
and  women,  are  entitled  to  at  least  a 
cost-of-living  increase.  I  do  not  know  of 
anybody  in  the  labor  movement,  men  and 
women  who  are  working,  who  would  have 
stayed  on  the  job  for  the  last  5  or  6  years 
without  an  increase. 

Some  people  say,  oh,  you  have  got  ad- 
ditional money  for  office  expenses.  And  in 
my  case  these  are  office  expenses.  It  Is 
not  money  I  can  take  home  with  me  and 
live  on. 

We  have  just  made  a  reasonable 
change  in  our  travel  allowances  that  has 
been  long  overdue. 

I  think  one  of  our  problems  is  that 
some  of  the  people  have  strange  ideas. 
Occasionally  I  will  hear  people  say,  well, 
you  get  extras,  a  rent-free  apartment, 
because  you  live  in  some  sort  of  a  Govern- 
ment complex.  You  do  not  pay  for  your 
meals,  and  you  get  a  haircut  for  nothing. 

Well,  we  all  know  that  none  of  those 
things  are  true.  We  pay  our  way  just  like 
every  other  citizen. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  hope  on  this 
issue  that  we  will  vote — and  I  want  a 
vote,  because  I  do  not  think  this'  should 
be  done  by  a  nonvote,  I  think  if  we  did  not 
vote  the  people  would  be  justified  in  criti- 
cizing us  for  that — I  think  we  ought  to 
vote  on  this,  stand  up  and  vote,  and  that 
we  vote  positively.  We  know  what  we  are 
voting  for.  Let  us  give  the  millions  of 
American  people  who  elected  us  credit 
for  recognizing  what  we  are  doing  is 
right. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mi*.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PEYSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
woman from  New  Jersey. 

Mrs.  FENWICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  for  yield- 
ing to  me. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  resolution.  I 
believe  we  are  doing  here  today  what  we 
should  be  doing — standing  up  and  voting 
on  what  we  believe  to  be  necessary  for 
the  conduct  of  this  House.  I  believe  it  is 
about  time  that  we  did  this.  For  those  of 
us  who  may  have  delicate  shades  of  dif- 
ference of  opinion  as  to  procedure  in  this 
matter,  suggestions  have  been  offered 
here.  But  I  think  it  is  proper,  end  that 
it  is  right,  that  we  should  stand  up  and 
be  counted.  I  intend  to  vote  in  favor  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  PEYSER.  I  thank  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing,  I  would  simply 
repeat  that  I  believe  the  resolution 
should  be  agreed  to.  I  believe  that  it  is 
time  that  we  in  the  Congress  should 
realize  that  this  should  be  a  membership 
of  all  of  the  people,  not  just  the  rich,  but 


183 


that  all  members  of  our  society  should  be 
able  to  come  here,  and  that  it  should  not 
be  a  situation  where  the  salaries  would 
prevent  one,  let  us  say,  in  the  middle- 
income  group  from  being  able  to  come 
here  and  being  permitted  to  do  the  job 
that  they  are  capable  of  doing. 

I  thank  my  colleagues  for  their  atten- 
tion, and  I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to 
pass  this  resolution  overwhelmingly. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  inquire  of  the  gentleman  from  Il- 
linois as  to  whether  the  .gentleman  has 
additional  requests  for  time? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  that  I  have  three  requests  for 
time. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  prefer  that  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  proceed  to  yield  his  time. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  Of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Maryland  (Mr.  Bauman)  . 

(Mr.  BAUMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
going  to  try  and  argue  the  issue  of  the 
need  for  a  pay  raise.  Many  of  us  have 
made  our  personal  finances,  as  I  have,  a 
matter  of  public  record,  and  others  can 
judge  whether  or  not  there  is  a  need  in 
individual  cases.  I  know  Mrs.  Bauman 
has  long  ago  formed  her  opinion  on  this 
particular  issue.  I  think  we  have  to  ad- 
dress ourselves  to  a  larger  issue  here. 

About  a  year  ago  when  a  poll  was 
taken  at  the  height  of  the  impeachment 
proceedings,  then  President  Nixon  scored 
in  the  public  opinion  surveys  well  above 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  in 
public  approval.  I  think  he  had  26  per- 
cent approval  and  the  Congress  was  at 
18  percent  approval  in  most  of  these 
polls.  One  of  the  more  authoritative  polls 
I  have  seen  last  January  showed  that 
this  Congress,  this  new,  reformed,  fresh- 
minded  Congress,  was  rated  at  approxi- 
mately 16^2  percent  approval.  Two  weeks 
ago  the  same  poll's  latest  research  shows 
that  the  Congress  had  slipped  to  15.5 
percent.  So  for  all  your  labors,  you  have 
dropped  1  percentage  point  in  the  ap- 
proval of  the  American  people.  And  now 
this. 

We  have  asked  the  American' people 
in  recent  months  and  years  to  suffer 
under  a  damaging  inflation  which,  if  it 
continues  at  the  rate  of  last  month's  in- 
crease, will  be  annually  about  12  percent. 
We  still  suffer,  as  the  majority  leader 
reminds  us  almost  daily  in  his  1 -minute 
speeches,  from  unemployment  at  the 
rate  of  8  percent  We  are  talking  about 
sticking  the  taxpayers  with  the  biggest 


peacetime  deficit  we  have  ever  faced, 
possibly  $80  billion.  And  now  we  are  told 
we  should  raise  our  own  pay. 

Most  average  American  taxpayers  are 
paying  anywhere  from  a  quarter  to  a 
third  of  their  annual  incomes  in  taxes, 
as  do  most  of  us  in  this  Chamber  who 
do  not  have  loopholes  from  which  to 
benefit.  All  I  can  tell  the  Members  is  that 
in  the  milieu  of  these  serious  economic 
problems  and  of  rampant  Government 
spending,  and  inflation,  yes,  despite  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
(Mr.  Hays),  for  which  the  Congress  is 
indeed  responsible,  I  think  it  ill-behooves 
this  Congress  to  cast  a  vote  in  favor  of 
raising  our  salary  in  any  amount.  Not 
because  we  do  not  need  it,  but  because 
we  should  be  willing  to  set  an  example 
for  the  entire  Nation  of  restraint  on 
spending. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr. 
Peyser)  who  may  or  may  not  go  to  the 
other  body,  says  that  we  deserve  it.  No 
one  asks  him  to  run  for  office;  no  one 
asks  me  to  run  for  office.  Others  want 
to  replace  us.  We  ran  for  office  knowing 
what  benefits  we  will  have.  We  are  paid 
higher  salaries  than  probably  99  per- 
cent of  the  people  in  our  districts. 

I  think  the  real  Issue  is  the  Integrity 
of  the  House,  of  representative  govern- 
ment, and  it  goes  even  further  than  that. 
If  this  new  procedure  is  adopted,  as  the 
minority  leader  has  indicated,  we  will 
abdicate  for  all  time  our  right  to  vote 
on  this  issue,  just  as  wrongly  has  been 
done  by  giving  the  House  Committee  on 
Administration  the  final  say  on  our  ex- 
pense allowances.  The  Issue  is  not  just 
a  pay  raise.  It  is  far  deeper  than  that. 
Again,  the  issue  is  that  openness  that 
Common  Cause  js  so  fond  of  talking 
about  every  time  they  come  before  this 
House.  It  is  the  issue  of  whether  or  not 
we  will  accept  our  constitutional  respon- 
sibility. Some  of  you  can  talk  as  old 
boys,  as  members  of  this  club,  you  have 
been  around  and  you  know  what  is  hap- 
pening here,  in  this  circle  of  canary- 
eating  grins.  Each  of  you  must  make 
your  own  decision  about  where  you  are 
going  to  go.  All  I  am  saying,  and  I  speak 
as  one  person  who  could  probably  use 
this  particular  increase,  we  owe  the 
American  people  something  better, 
something  better  than  another  act 
which  further  lowers  that  poor  image 
we  have  already  with  the  American 
people,  well  below  used-car  dealers, 
former  Presidents,  and  garbage  collec- 
tors. We  owe  them  something  better, 
and  the  only  way  we  can  give  that  to 
them  is  to  vote  against  this  resolution. 
No;  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  issue  is 
a    little   larger    than   some   here   would 
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indicate.   I  hope  that  this  bill  will  be 
defeated  today. 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Texas. 

'Mr.  ARCHER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  ARCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  this  bill  and  in  support  of 
the  cogent  and  conscience  comments  of, 
my  colleague  from  Maryland,  Mr. 
Bauman.  The  Congress  needs  to  be  more 
direct  and  forthright  in  meeting  its  re- 
sponsibility to  the  American  people  to 
account  for  its  own  pay  raise.  This 
is  another  back-dcor-type  approach 
which  I  have  continually  opposed  and 
which  is  exactly  what  is  undermining 
the  confidence  of  Americans  in  this  in- 
stitution, the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  As  public  servants  we  have  a 
strong  obligation  to  set  an  example  in 
the  most  important  issue  facing  this 
Nation— the  issue  of  inflation. 

Mr.  MIKVA.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  It  is  with  some  trepida- 
tion that  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MIKVA.  The  gentleman  need 
have  no  trepidation,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  merely  suggest  to  the  gentleman  that 
maybe  part  of  the  reason  that  people 
have  such  low  esteem  of  the  Congress  is 
the  low  esteem  we  seem  to  have  of  our- 
selves. Maybe  if  the  Congress  would  pay 
a  little  more  attention  to  Mrs.  Bauman 
and  show  a  higher  esteem  for  my  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
by  giving  him  the  kind  of  compensation 
that  is  comparable  to  the  responsibilities 
that  he  is  asked  to  undertake,  maybe 
the  people  would  start  to  respect  the 
Congress.  First,  we  must  learn  to  respect 
the  institution. 

I  hope  the  gentleman  is  outvoted. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  do  not  think  the  tax- 
payers of  the  United  States  could  afford 
to  pay  me  commensurate  with  the 
esteem  in  which  Mrs.  Bauman  holds  me. 

Mr.  MIKVA.  We  should  make  a 
gesture. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Colorado  (Mr.  Armstrong). 

(Mr.  ARMSTRONG  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ARMSTRONG.  Mr.  Speaker, 
whenever  we  get  around  to  the  subject  of 
pay  raises  for  Members  of  Congress,  we 
very  quickly  lose  our  perspective  of  the 


issue.  I  do  not  think  the  main  issue  is 
whether  or  not  any  individual  Member  is 
worth  the  suggested  amount  of  pay 
increase; 

The  issue  is  not  our  individual  worth 
or  merit  as  human  beings  or  legislators. 
There  are  three  issues:  Are  we  going  to 
permit  automatic  pay  increases,  in  effect 
sweeping  the  issue  under  the  rug  forever? 
It  would  be  wrong  to  do  so.  Second,  at 
this  time  when  we  are  going  to  have  $70 
and  maybe  $80  billion  of  deficit,  are  we 
going  to  set  an  example  of  restraint  and 
prudence  in  the  conduct  of  our  own  af- 
fairs or  will  we  set  an  example  of  self- 
indulgence?  I  believe  we  should  show  re- 
straint, even  sacrifice. 

Finally,  are  we  going  to  further  insu- 
late ourselves  from  the  concerns  of  our 
constituents?  We  are  so  pampered  and 
so  coddled  and  so  isolated  from  the  day- 
to-day  concerns  that  concern  our  people 
at  home  that  it  becomes  almost  impos- 
sible for  us  to  represent  them.  The  in- 
come of  the  average  working  family  in 
this  country  is  a  little  over  $10,000,  ap- 
proximately one -quarter  of  the  income 
that  is  enjoyed  by  Members  of  this  body. 
It  is  a  travesty  /  to  increase  our  salary 
and  further  inflation-proof  ourselves 
and  our  brethren  at  the  high  echelons  of 
the  bureaucracy. 

It  is  said  that  many  of  the  policymak- 
ers are  suffering  from  inflation.  Well,  I 
think  we  ought  to  suffer  along  with  our 
constituents  and  perhaps  suffer  a  little 
more  than  our  constituents  because  we 
are  doing  such  a  poor  job  of  bringing 
inflation  under  control. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  we  will  defeat  this 
resolution. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  myself  5  minutes- 

(Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Hlinois  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ANDER-SON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  in  support  of  this  resolution 
and  I  hope  the  House  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing majority  this  afternoon  will  take  this 
action. 

We  have  heard  my  friend,  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  Maryland,  sug- 
gest that  the  issue  here  is  far  larger 
than  whether  or  not  we  should  proceed 
to  give  a  minimum  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment to  certain  members  of  the  execu- 
tive and  legislative  and  judicial  branches. 
But  what  we  are  Involved  in  here  today 
is  a  vote  on  an  issue  and  a  question 
whereby  we  can  set  an  example,  if  I 
quote  him  correctly,  an  example  to  the 
Nation  with  respect  to  our  belief  that 
we  must  be  restrained  in  spending. 

When  I  look  at  this  proposition  I 
think  that  it  Is  a  manifestation  of  re- 


185 


straint.  This  is  no  wildly  excessive  propo- 
sition that  we  inflate  the  salaries  of 
members  of  the  Federal  executive  and 
judicial  and  legislative  branches. 

I  ask  the  Members  to  listen  if  they 
will  to  tl^e  recommendation  that  was 
made  as  long  ago  as  1973.  This  was  made 
in  June  of  1973  by  the  Commission  on 
Executive,  Legislative  and  Judicial  sala- 
ries. The  Commission  recommended  a 
25 -percent  salary  increase  to  restore 
the  purchasing  power  of  the  top  officials 
and  they  also  recommended  an  improve- 
ment in  the  pay  adjustment  process  by 
requiring  a  biennual  adjustment  rather 
than  a  quadrennial  adjustment. 

As  the  President  of  the  United  States 
pointed  out  in  his  letter  of  July  26, 
1975,  since  March  of  1969  when  the  pay 
for  the  upper  echelon  Federal  employees 
was  last  adjusted,  the  salaries  of  those 
not  subjected  to  the  freeze  have  risen 
50  percent.  Those  in  the  Federal  estab- 
lishment not  subjected  to  the  freeze  have 
gone  up  50  percent. 

During  that  same  period  a  rise  in  the 
cost  of  living  of  47  V2  percent  has  reduced 
the  purchasing  power  of  those  with 
frozen  salaries  by  nearly  one-third.  That 
is  a  reduction  in  purchasing  power  for 
those  affected  by  the  present  provisions 
of  the  law  by  one-third. 

I  think  that  is  sacrifice.  I  think  that 
we  are  exercising  the  most  judicious  kind 
of  restraint  if  we  adopt  this  extremely 
modest  proposal.  In  all  probability,  I 
have  been  given  to  understand  that  the 
President  will  recommend  only  5  percent 
rather  than  the  8.6  percent  on  which  the 
figures  were  based  that  are  used  in  the 
committee's  report,  and  I  quoted  them 
earlier,  that  said  the  Legislative  branch 
costs  would  be  $1.8  million,  a  tiny,  tiny 
fraction  of  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
Federal  budget  and  Federal  expendi- 
tures. ' 

No  reasonable  person  is  going  to  be 
able  to  face  a  truthful  charge  of  excess 
on  a  recommendation  of  that  kind.  I 
want  to  re-emphasize  the  point  that  as 
set  forth  in  this  resolution,  we  are  not 
going  to  wipe  out  that  cost-of-living  gap 
that  I  referred  to,  that  has  reduced  pur- 
chasing power  for  those  affected  by  this 
freeze  by  one-third.  All  we  are  going  to 
do  is  stop  that  gap  from  widening  still 
further,  an  ever-widening  gap.  We  are 
not  going  to  reduce  it.  "We  are  merely 
going  to  hold  things  stationary  as  they 
are.  I  do  not  think  my  constituents  and 
others  are  going  to  object. 

There  are  so  many  examples  that  come 
to  my  mind;  for  example,  Under  Secre- 
tary Bennett,  the  No.  2  man  in  the 
Treasury  Department,  with  four  children 


in  college,  and  he  said  he  cannot  afford 
the  job,  he  has  to  give  it  up. 

I  know  of  another  rising  star  in  the 
Justice  Department,  a  deputy  associate 
attorney  general  in  the  Antitrust  Depart- 
ment, going  out  of  the  Department,  even 
though  he  loves  his  work  and  is  going 
into  private  practice.  We  are  losing  peo- 
ple of  that  caliber  every  day  because  of 
our  blind  refusal  to  act  on  a  proposal 
of  this  kind. 

Now,  I  respect  very  much  the  distin- 
guished leader  who  made  the  argument, 
and  certainly  it  is  a  legitimate  argu- 
ment, that  somehow  there  is  something 
demeaning  in  the  fact  that  we  as  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  subject  ourselves  to  the 
same  standards  of  other  Civil  Service 
employees  by  adjusting  our  compensa- 
tion through  a  cost-of-living  increase; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  answer  to 
that  is  simply  this,  that  those  of  us — and 
I  have  never  objected  to  the  idea  of  fixing 
my  salary  or  voting  a  specific  increase 
or  even  adopting  the  recommendations 
of  a  Presidential  commission — those  can 
be  criticized  on  the  grounds  that  we  are 
acting  out  of  self-interest.  At  least,  when 
we  tie  this  to  a  cost-of-living  increase  we 
are  resorting  to  an  objective  standard. 
We  are  not  taking  figures  out  of  thin  air. 
We  know  that  the  cost  of  living,  the  con- 
sumer price  increase,  has  gone  up  by  a 
certain  percentage  since  the  last  adjust- 
ment was  made. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen- 
tleman  from   Illinois  has   expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  1  additional 
minute. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  that  reason  I  think 
that  Members  of  this  body,  and  perhaps 
even  more  importantly,  members  of  the 
Federal  judiciary  and  those  members  of 
the  executive  branch  that  have  been  af- 
fected by  the  present  freeze,  deserve  from 
us  an  affirmative  vote  on  this  resolution 
today. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Illinois  has  2  minutes  remaining.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  yield  back 
the  balance  of  his  time? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  briefly  to  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  (Mr.  Bauman)  . 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  to  note  that  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  has  suggested  the  absence  of 
a  quorum.  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman 
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would  withhold  that  request  and  permit 
us  to  have  a  recorded  vote  on  this 
matter? 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Well,  the  gentle- 
man can  wait  unti,!  I  do. 

Mr.  BAUMAN".  The  Speaker  was  very- 
good  earlier  in  this  debate  and  I  thank 
him  for  protecting  the  rights  of  all  of 
us  to  obtain  a  recorded  vote.  There  is 
not  any  reason  why  the  House  should 
not  have  a  decisive  recorded  vote  on  this 
matter.  I  think  the  people  of  the  United 
States  would  feel  that  the  importance  of 
this  issue  and  the  integrity  of  the  House 
itself  would  warrant  it. 

CAIX   OF   THE    HOUSE 

Mr.  WAGGONNER,  Mr".  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  McFATJi.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 
""A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  call  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  the  following  Members  failed 
to  respond: 

[Boll  No.  458] 

Andrews,  N.C.  Gude.  Ruppe 

BadiHo  Jones,  Ala.  Spellman 

Eell       -  Kastenmeier  Stuckey 

Conyers  Obey  Teairue 

Daniel,  Dan  O'Hara  Udail 

Diggs  Passman 

Fulton  Risenhoover 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  415 
Members  have  recorded  their  presence 
by  electronic  device,  a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro- 
ceedings under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  2559  which  will 
give  a  small  salary  increase  to  a  group 
of  Federal  employees  who  have  not  had 
a  raise  for  6  years.  I  do  so  because  I  be- 
lieve it  is  unfair  to  arbitrarily  and  In- 
definitely freeze  anyone's  salary,  at 
whatever  level,  without  regard  to  a  per- 
son's job  performance,  merit,  or  individ- 
ual capabilities.  I  do  so  because  I  be- 
lieve we  have  penalized  these  individuals 
for  too  long.  I  do  so  because  I  believe  we 
must  recognize  that  the  freeze  is  harm- 
ing the  Federal  Government. 

The  measure  before  us  today  will  not 
mean  a  sudden  gush  of  money  into  the 
paychecks  of  our  top  Federal  executives. 
This  bill  merely  provides  for  an  increase 
in  salaries  equal  to  that  other  Federal 
employees  will  receive  in  October  in  their 
annual  comparability  increase,  an 
amount  somewhere  between  5  and  8  per- 
cent Thus  this  legislation  is  not  a  mas- 
sive pay  raise;  it  is  a  minimal  first  step 


toward  readjusting  the  salaries  of  a 
group  of  Federal,  legislative,  and  judi- 
cial  employees  who  will  not' receive  the 
annual  increase  coming  to  all  other  Fed- 
eral employees  this  fall. 

During  the  last  6  years,  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing has  increased  46  percent,  cutting  pur- 
chasing power  by  one-third.  Those  cov- 
ered by  this  bill  have  received  no  salary 
increase.  During  that  time,  other  Fed- 
eral employees  have  received  a  50  per- 
cent boost  in  salaries.  Similarly,  non- 
Federal  executives  have  received  salary 
increases  of  over  40  percent.  In  view  of 
the  46  percent  ^increase  in  the  cost  of 
living  since  1969,  a  5-  or  8-percent  in- 
crease in  salary  is  the  least  we  can  do. 

Passage  of  this  legislation  represents 
a  small  first  step  and  a  recognition  by 
the  Congress  to  deal  with  a  pay  inequity 
that  has  seriously  eroded  the  effective- 
ness of  our  Federal  Government.  The 
freeze  is  gradually  inching  downward  to 
more  and  more  Federal  employees.  The 
resultant  and  increasing  salary  com- 
pression means  that  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  losing  many  top  officials.  A 
freeze  on  salary  is  little  incentive  for  one 
to  accept  or  stay  in  a  job.  The  Chair- 
man of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
has  said  that  many  critical  and  import- 
ant jobs  are  going  unfilled  for  months 
and  that  key  employees  refuse  to  move 
into  positions  of  greater  responsibility. 
And  he  says: 

Perhaps  the  greatest  Impact  of  the  $3G,000 
limitation  Is  felt  when  attempting  to  attract 
outstanding  candidates  from  the  private 
sector  to  fill  top  level  vacancies. 

This  legislation,  I  must  emphasize,  Is 
the  result  of  months  of  planning  and 
negotiating  between  the  President,  the 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  and  House  and  Senate  lead- 
ership and  the  chairmen  of  both  Com- 
mittees on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
There  is  probably  no  one  who  exhibits 
more  concern  about  Federal  spending  or 
the  Federal  deficit  than  President  Ford. 
Yet,  the  President  wrote  on  July  26,  4 
days  ago: 

I  feel  we  must  move  at  ortce  in  this  direc- 
tion, I  consider  H.R.  2559  as  a  vital  first 
step.  .  .  .  The  added  cost  of  the  compensation 
adjustments  of  H.R  2559  will  come  to  a  frac- 
tion of  one  percent  of  the  Federal  payroll. 
In  my  judgment,  this  action  is  essential  If 
we  are  to  recruit  and  retain  qualified  and 
competent  senior-level  people  to  conduct  our 
Government's  business.  I,  therefore,  urge  the 
Congress  to  enact  this  bill  promptly. 

This  bill  of  course  will  also  increase 
the  salaries  of  Members  of  Congress;  we 
will  receive  the  same  5-  to  8-percent  in- 
crease that  will  be  coming  to  all  employ- 
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ees  of  the  executive,  legislative,  and  ju- 
dicial branches.  There  is  no  question  that 
this  is  a  politically  unpalatable  issue. 
However,  I  do  not  think  we  should  hold 
the  officers  of  our  Federal  Government 
hostage  by  voting  down  this  bill  because 
it  would  increase  the  salaries  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  A  refusal  by  Members 
of  Congress  to  take  action  that  would 
result  in  a  pay  raise  for  themselves  has 
for  6  years  penalized  other  officers  of  the 
Federal  Government.  And  it  has  penal- 
ized the  Government  itself.  In  the  long 
run,  it  penalizes  the  taxpayer  too  be- 
cause the  Government  cannot  attract 
those  best  qualified  to  carry  on  the  peo- 
ple's business. 

In  dollars  and  cents,  to  the  employee 
who  feels  he  or  she  deserves  a  46-percent 
increase,  an  increase  of  5  to  8  percent  is 
not  much.  This  bill  gives  these  employ- 
ees some  small  relief.  It  is  a  sign  that 
the  Congress  has  some  sympathy  for 
what  inflation  has  done  to  their  pocket- 
books  since  their  pay  was  frozen  6  years 
ago.  It,  I  believe,  will  be  a  tremendous 
morale  booster  and  will  mean  a  better 
government. 

Mr.  MONTGOMERY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  H.R.  2559. 

I  think  It  is  a  bad  time  to  give  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  a  pay  raise.  Our  coun- 
try is  just  coming  out  of  a  recession;  we 
still  have  inflation  with  us;  and  we  are 
setting  a  bad  enough  example  for  the 
rest  of  the  Nation. 

I  have  no  objection  to  judges,  Cabinet 
members,  and  other  high-grade  ex- 
ecutive officials  receiving  a  cost-of-living 
increase,  but  we  as  elected  officials  knew 
what  the  pay  was  when  we  ran  for  office 
and  I  just  cannot  vote  myself  this  raise. 

My  vote  in  Congress  has  always  been  a 
fiscal  conservative  vote.  I  have  voted 
against  good  programs  because  they  were 
budget  busters.  By  my  vote  I  have  tried 
to  slow  down  Government  spending. 

I  strongly  feel  this  pay  raise  is  a  step 
backward  in  bringing  fiscal  responsibil- 
ity to  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  TALCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  favor  a 
pay  increase  for  top  executive,  judicial, 
and  legislative  officials  for  a  number  of 
reasons  but  especially  to  compensate  for 
the  work  they  do  and  the  responsibilities 
they  are  required  to  discharge.  The  work 
I  do,  the  responsibilities  I  discharge,  and 
the  enormity  of  the  discussions  I  make 
warrant  twice  the  salary  we  receive. 

The  cap  on  our  salaries  since  1969  is  a 
cap  on  the  salaries  of  every  Federal 
judge  and  every  top  executive  and  the 
cap  is  too  low  and  we  urgently  need  to 
increase  the  cap. 

I  have  recently  been  involved  in  rec- 


ommendations for  Federal  judgeships. 
Many  qualified  lawyers  and  judges  de- 
clined Federal  judicial  appointments  be- 
cause of  the  salary  limitations. 

I  know  it  Is  difficult  to  retain  top  ex- 
ecutive officials  in  all  agencies  and  de- 
partments. They,  too,  need  a  salary  in- 
crease to  remain  in  Government. 

However,  to  provide  these  pay  raises 
we  have  chosen  the  wrong  vehicle. 

A  pay  raise  for  Members  of  Congress 
should  not  be  based  on  a  cost-of-living 
Index  unless  we  index  all  fiscal  matters 
including  taxes,  interest,  rents  and  divi- 
dends as  well  as  salaries. 

Also,  it  is  especially  wrong  to  reward 
Members  of  the  Congress  by  Increasing 
our  salaries  on  the  basis  of  inflation 
proofing  or  indexing  our  salaries  on  the 
basis  of  cost-of-living  Increases. 

The  Congress  has  been  more  respon- 
sible for  inflation,  the  increases  in  the 
cost-of-living,  than  any  other  group. 
This  will  appear*  to  be  an  incentive  to 
increase  inflation.  If  anything,  our  sal- 
aries should  be  counterindexed  to  the 
cost-of-living. 

If  we  could  reduce  the  deficit,  we  would 
be  entitled  to  an  even  greater  pay  raise. 

Let  us  increase  the  salaries  to  improve 
the  product  of  Government,  but  let  us  do 
it  appropriately. 

The  farmer  and  the  small  business- 
man are  two  large  groups  whose  income 
is  not  indexed  to  the  cost-of-living  in- 
crease. These  are  a  large  portion  of  my 
constituency.  Until  we  can  insulate  them 
better  from  inflation,  we  should  not  in- 
sulate Congress  from  a  malady  the  Con- 
gress has  principally  caused. 

Mr.  THONE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  strongly 
oppose  this  proposal  for  a  cost-of-living 
adjustment  for  Members  of  Congress. 
Perhaps  the  most  devastating  argument 
against  it  would  be  its  possible  effect  on 
the  Nation's  economy.  If  the  Members 
of  the  House  and  Senate  receive  an  auto- 
matic raise  every  time  the  cost  of  living 
goes  up,  they  will  not  be  as  concerned 
about  inflation.  They  will  be  inflation 
proof.  There  is  a  need  for  Members  of 
this  body  to  feel  the  tough  bite  of  infla- 
tion personally.  This  may  cause  them 
to  take  action  to  protect  the  entire  Na- 
tion from  upward  spiraling  costs. 

No  matter  how  you  try  to  disguise  it, 
this  proposed  Federal  judicial  and  con- 
gressional pay  raise  is  another  multimil- 
lion  dollar  raid  on  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
How  can  we  expect  to  hold  the  line 
against  proposed  mushrooming  expan- 
sions of  Federal  programs  of  all  types 
unless  we  show  some  restraint?  V7e 
must  lead  the  way. 
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The  American  public  has  not  yet  for- 
given this  body  for  the  congressional  in- 
crease of  more  than  40  percent  that  was 
approved  in  1969,  prior  to  my  coming 
to  Congress,  I  add.  It  is  likely  that  many 
of  the  wage  and  price  excesses  of  the 
past  few  years  were  triggered  by  that 
irresponsible  congressional  increase.  If 
Congress  now  approves  cost-of-living  in- 
creases for  its  Members,  we  will  set  in 
motion  an  endless  series  of  new  infla- 
tionary wage  and  price  increases.  Infla- 
tion is  still  public  enemy  No.  1  in  Amer- 
ica. We  in  Congress  must  fight  against 
it,  not  become  its  ally. 

Since  I  came  to  Congress,  I  have  op- 
posed all  backdoor  approaches  to  rais- 
ing either  salaries  or  allowances  for 
Members.  If  Members  of  Congress  need 
increases  of  any  kind,  the  Members 
should  have  the  intestinal  fortitude  to 
vote  for  them  directly  and  through  re- 
corded votes. 

The  measure  before  us  would  pro- 
vide for  a  continuing  series  of  raises 
without  any  votes  by  Members.  We  must 
not  make  permanent  a  backdoor  ap- 
proach to  increased  salaries  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congress. 

This  proposed  cost-of-living  measure 
is  attached  to  a  bill  that  deals  with  an 
entirely  different  matter.  There  have 
been  no  hearings  in  either  the  House  or 
the  Senate  on  this  proposal.  It  would  be 
unconscionable  to  pass  this  measure 
without  such  hearings. 

Finally,  Congress  throughout  its  his- 
tory has  had  a  principle  of  not  increas- 
ing compensation  during  a  term  of  office. 
I  feel  strongly  that  no  elected  officials 
pay  should  be  increased  during  his  or  her 
elected  term.  The  proposed  cost-of-living 
increases  would  not  only  violate  this 
principle  but  also  help  ensure  that  the 
tenet  be  destroyed.  All  of  us  knew  what 
the  salary  was  when  we  were  candidates 
for  election  last  fall.  We  will  destroy 
public  trust  if  we  vote -ourselves  a  raise 
during  our  present  terms. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  fight  inflation. 
We  must  restore  faith  of  Americans  in 
their  elected  officials.  We  can  help  do 
both  by  rejecting  this  outrageous 
proposal. 

Mr.  FRENZEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  normally 
the  passage  of  a  bill  such  as  H.R.  2559 
would  excite  little  interest  and  few  re- 
marks in  the  Record.  But  this  bill  in- 
cludes a  cost-of-living  pay  increase  for 
Members  of  Congress,  along  with  a  large 
group  of  other  Federal  employees,  so  I 
deem  these  comments  necessary. 

There  seems  to  be  no  disagreement 
that  the  Federal  employees  covered  in 


this  bill  have  been  subjected  to  frozen 
salaries  since  March  of  1969.  There  is  no 
disagreement  that  the  cost-of-living  in- 
dex has  increased  about  46  percent  since 
then.  There  is  no  disagreement  that  other 
Federal  employees'  pay  has  increased  50 
percent  during  those  6  years  and  that 
wages  in  private  industry  have  gone  up 
nearly  as  much.     - 

There  is  little  disagreement  that  it  has 
become  increasingly  difficult  to  recruit 
people  for  important  policy  posts  in  the 
executive  departments.  The  situation  is 
worse  with  respect  to  judges,  as  more  and 
more  qualified  candidates  for  judgeships 
withdraw  from  consideration. 

There  is  little  disagreement  about  this 
bill  at  all,  except  for  the  inclusion  of 
Members  of  Congress.  Those  who  have 
had  the  temerity  to  vote  for  this  bill  will 
undoubtedly  incur  the  wrath  of  some  of 
their  constituents,  even  though  the  8-per- 
cent pay  increase  that  may  result  comes 
nowhere  near  the  46-percent  cost-of-liv- 
ing increase  since  the  last  pay  raise, 

I  would  have  liked  to  have  the  luxury 
of  voting  no.  Then  I  could  have  collected 
the  increase,  like  my  colleagues  who  did 
vote  no,  and  tell  my  constituents  what  a 
fierce  watchdog  of  their  funds  I  was. 

But,  in  the  first  place,  the  executive 
and  judicial  branches  are  suffering  be- 
cause their  relatively  low  salaries  are  not 
attracting  the  quality  of  personnel  the 
Nation  deserves.  The  bill  merited  a  posi- 
tive vote  on  that  basis  alone.  Obviously, 
an  8-percent  raise  is  too  small  to  cure 
that  problem  at  once,  but  it  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction. 

If  I  had  my  choice,  congressional  sal- 
aries would  not  be  set  by  the  Congress. 
As  long  as  they  are  so  controlled,  they 
will  sometimes  be  too  low,  and  sometimes 
too  high,  but  always  set  for  political  con- 
siderations rather  than  for  reasons  of 
comparability,  responsibility,  or  attrac- 
tiveness. 

As  long  as  we  must  set  our  pay,  my 
unfailing  position,  and  vote,  since  I  came 
to  Congress  has  been  that  pay  changes 
must  be  by  recorded  vote,  and  that  the 
change  should  not  take  effect  during  the 
current  term.  Unfortunately,  the  second 
position  could  not  be  effected,  and  the 
first  position  was  shaken  by  the  fact  that 
Congress  came  within  one  vote  of  deny- 
ing vitally  needed  raises  to  other  Federal 
employees,  because  it  was  afraid  to  vote 
a  modest  one  for  itself. 

Another  of  my  consistent  positions  has 
been  that  the  cause  of  good  Government 
cannot  be  well  served  by  unreasonably 
limiting  the  salaries  of  those  who  serve 
the  public  in  elected  office.  I  have  long 
been  a  proponent  of  higher  pay  for  the 
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State  legislature,  especially  as  it  began 
to  require  more  and  more  time  of  its 
members.  Many  of  the  Minnesota's  Leg- 
islature's voluntary  losses  of  quality  per- 
sonnel have  occurred  because  the  re- 
numeration,  compared  to  other  oppor- 
tunities, was  unreasonably  low.  Even  so, 
while  the  congressional  pay  and  personal 
allowances  have  stood  still,  State  legis- 
lative pay  and  personal  allowances  have 
advanced  commensurate  with  the  cost  of 
living,  if  not  with  the  demands  of  the 
job. 

I  really  believe  that  an  8 -percent  in- 
crease after  6  years  of  frozen  wages  for 
Congress  is  not  unreasonable.  I  know  of 
no  other  occupation,  or  segment  of  our 
society,  that  has  been  similarly  treated. 
I  am  not  embarrassed  by  the  current,  or 
the  potential,  salary  level.  I  would  like 
the  congressional  salary  to  be  attractive 
enough  so  that  very  few  Americans  would 
feel  that  wages  were  a  disincentive  to 
mnning  for  office. 

To  repeat,  I  wish  someone  else  were 
setting  my  wages  and  I  wish  that  the 
change  would  be  effective  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  next  term.  Nevertheless,  I 
think  that  a  yes  vote  was  a  responsible 
vote  on  H.R.  2559.  It  was  an  essential 
vote  for  the  executive  departments  and 
for  the  judiciary.  While  some  may  criti- 
cize the  vote  as  it  affects  the  Congress, 
I  believe  that  most  Members,  even  those 
with  who  I  disagree  strongly,  more  than 
earn  their  pay.  Even  the  sternest  con- 
gressional critics  of  H.R.  2559  will  ac- 
cept the  increase,  and  so  will  I. 

Mr.  GRASSLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
disappointed,  saddened,  and  disgusted 
that  my  colleagues  would  abdicate  their 
responsibility  to  the  American"  taxpayer 
and  callously  increase  their  own  salaries. 
This  amendment  to  H.R.  2559  is  not  only 
unnecessary,  it  is  downright  immoral  to 
betray  the  trust  the  American  voter  gave 
to  us  last  fall. 

In  case  some  of  you  may  have  forgotten 
let  me  refresh  your  memory  regarding 
last  year's  campaign.  All  of  us  promised 
the  American  voter  we  would  hold  the 
line  on  Federal  spending  in  an  attempt 
to  curtail  our  runaway  inflation^ 

Let  me  ask  you:  Is  a  $50  million  salary 
increase  holding  the  line  on  Federal 
spending?  You,  I,  and  the  American  tax- 
payer know  the  answer — "No,"  no  it  is 
not. 

For  those  of  you  who  feel  this  raise  is 
necessary,  I  concede  that  now  is  the  time 
to  push  it  through.  We  still  have  15 
months  to  go  before  the  next  election. 
Long  enough,  so  most  of  you  think,  for 
this  to  be  forgotten  by  your  constituents. 


Well  I  for  one  do  not  intend  to  let  the 
taxpayer  forget  what  was  accomplished 
here  today.  I  do  not  intend'' to  sit  by 
quietly,  pretending  not  to  notice  that 
Congress  is  once  again  trying  to  sneak 
itself  another  increase. 

I  fervently  hope  that  your  constituents 
back  home  feel  as  I  do  and  react  in  such 
a  way  that  will  force  Congress  to  rescind 
this  measure.    .■ 

Mr.  BINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
reluctant  to  vote  for  this  bill  in  the  light 
of  the  present  critical  fiscal  situation  in 
my  city  of  New  York,  but  I  do  so  because 
I  believe  it  to  be  badly  needed. 

The  situation  with  respect  to  Federal 
judges  is  especially  acute.  These  judges 
have  not  had  a  pay  increase  since  1969. 
Some  of  our  ablest  judges  have  been 
forced  to  leave  the  bench  for  private 
practice  because  they  cannot  afford  to 
stay  on,  in  fairness  to  their  families. 
Outstanding  candidates  for  the  Federal 
judiciary  are  understandably  unwilling 
to  make  the  financial  sacrifice  entailed 
in  accepting  appointment.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  current  salary  for  a 
Federal  district  judge  of  $40,000  com- 
pares most  unfavorably  with  the  $48,998 
a  New  York  State  Supreme  Court  justice 
receives,  and  the  responsibilities  of  each 
are  comparable. 

Likewise,  it  is  important  that  Federal 
civil  servants  in  the  higher  grades  re- 
ceive an  increase.  They  have  been  frozen 
at  the  ceiling  of  $36,000  since  1969,  and 
many  of  our  able  officials  have  felt  con- 
strained to'  leave  the  Federal  service. 

So  far  as  Members  of  the  Congress  are 
concerned,  there  is  no  question  in  my 
mind  that  an  8.6  percent  increase  in  pay 
is  justified,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there 
has  been  no  increase  in  pay  since  1969, 
and  that  the  cost  of  living  has  increased 
50  percent  since  then.  There  are  so 
many  unavoidable  expenses  involved  in 
being  a  Congressperson  that  it  is  virtu- 
ally impossible  for  a  Congressperson  with 
a  family  to  get  along  on  the  present  pay 
and  allowances  with  no  source  of  out- 
side  income. 

I  am  very  much  aware  of  the  sacrifices 
that  are  being  demanded  of  New  York 
City  employees  at  this  time,  and  I  regret 
that  the  bill  before  us  must  be  dealt 
with  at  this  particular  juncture  in  the 
city's  history.  However,  it  is  only  fair  to 
my  colelagues  in  the  Congress  to  point 
out  that  during  this  past  6-year  period 
when  Members  of  Congress  have  had  no 
pay  increase,  New  York  City  employees 
have  benefited  from  substantial  pay  in- 
creases, in  many  cases.  - 

Mr.    KASTENMETER.    Mr.    Speaker, 
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with  today's  vote  Congress  takes  a  much 
needed  step  to  provide  a  better  system  of 
adjusting  the  salaries  of  all  senior  offi- 
cials in  the  executive,  legislative,  and 
judicial  branches.  Since  the  last  increase 
in  salary  for  these  officials  in  1969,  the 
cost  of  living  has  increased  by  46  per- 
cent. While  H.R.  2559,  as  amended  by  the 
Senate,  will  not  provide  a  catchup  to 
deal  with  the  disparity  within  Federal 
service  which  has  resulted  from  this  huge 
increase  in  the  cost  of  living,  it  will  at 
least  prevent  the  gap  from  widening 
further. 

My  Judiciary  Subcommittee  on  Courts, 
Civil  Liberties,  and  the  Administration 
of"  Justice  held  2  days  of  hearings,  on 
June  18  and  July  20,  on  H.R.  6150,  a  bill 
which  would  increase  the  salaries  of 
members  of  the  judicial  branch. 

During  the  course  of  those  hearings, 
we  heard  testimony  from  groups  as  di- 
verse as  the  American  Bar  Association, 
the  Department  of  Justice,  and  the 
NAACP,  argue  that  the  failure  of  our 
Federal  judiciary  to  receive,,  salary  in- 
creases has  reached  the  crisis  stage.  At 
least  seven  Federal  judges  have  resigned 
from  the  bench  since  January  1974,  to 
accept  higher  paying  positions  in  the 
private  sector. 

H.R.  6150  would  -provide  an  increase 
from  $42,500  to  $51,000  per  year  for  ap- 
pellate judges  and  an  increase  from 
$40,000  to  $48,000  per  year  for  district 
court  judges.  This  would  constitute  a  20 
percent  raise  and  is  designed  to  provide 
a  partial  catchup  for  judicial  officials 
to  deal  with  the  loss  of  purchasing  power 
resulting  from  6  years  of  inflation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  passage  of  the  bill  before 
us  today  will  provide  far  less  of  an  in- 
crease in  Federal  judicial  compensation 


than  that  proposed  by  H.R.  6150.  The 
serious  problem  of  providing  the  much 
needed  catchup  remains.  Only  the  im- 
mediate crisis  created  by  the  project  of 
continued  6.  percent  or  more  inflation, 
without  any  salary  adjustment  is  allevi- 
ated. My  subcommittee  will  have  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  whether  the  loss  of 
real  income  of  more  than  $13,000  per  year 
by  Federal  judges  since  1969  should  be 
dealt  with  separately. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  object  to  ordering  the 
previous  question? 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that, 
I  demand  a  division. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — ayes  396,  noes  20. 

So  the  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared, to  have  it. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  214,  nays  213, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  6,  as 
follows: 
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Abzug 

Adams 

Addabbo 

Alexander 

Anderson,  111. 

Annunzio 

Ashley 

Badillo 

Barrett 

Bergland 

Biaggl 

Bingham 

Boggs 

Boiling 

Bowen 

Brad  em  as 

Breaux 

Brooks 

Broomfield 

Brown,  Calif. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Burke,  Calif. 

Burke.  Fla. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burlison,  Mo. 

Burton,  Phillip 

Carney 

Casey 

Chisholm 

Clay 

Collins.  III. 

Conyers 

Corman 

Cornell 

Cotter 

Coughlin 

Daniels,  N.J. 

Dahielson 

Davis 

de  la  Garza 

Delaney 

Dellums 

Dent 

Derwinski 

Dickinson 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Dodd 

Downing,  Va. 

Drinan 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

du  Pont 

Eckhardt 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Edwards,  Calif 

Eilberg 

Erlenborn 

Esch 

Evans,  Colo. 

Fary 

Fascell 

Fenwick 

Findley 

Fisher 

Flood 

Flowers 

Foley 

Ford,  Mich. 

Forsythe     . 

Fraser 

Frenzel 

Fuqua 


[Roll  No.  459] 
YEAS— 214 

Giaimo 

Gibbons 

Gonzalez 

Green 

Hall 

Hanley  . 

Harrington 

Harris 

Hawkins 

Hays,  Ohio 

Hebert 

Helstoskl 

Henderson 

Hicks 

Hill  is 

Holland 

Holtzman 

Horton 

Howard 

Hun  gate 

Hyde 

J  arm  an 

Johnson,  Calif 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jordan 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Koch 

Leggett 

Lehman 
Lent 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

McClory 

McCloskey 

McCormack 

McFall 

McKay 

McKinney" 

Macdonald 

Madden 

Madigan 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Mathis 

Matsunaga 

Mazzolt 

Meeds 

Melcher 

Metcalfe 

Mezvinsky 

Michel 

Mikva 

Milford 

MUler,  Calif. 

Mills 

Mineta     , 

Minish 

Mink 

Mitchell,  Md. 

Moakley 

Mollohan 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Moss 

Murphy,  111. 

Murphy,  N.T. 

Myers,  Pa. 

Neal 

Nedzl 


/ 


Nix 

Nolan 

Nowak 

Oberstar 

Obey 

O'Hara 

O  NeiU 

Ottinger 

Passman 

Patman,  Tex. 

Patten,  N.J. 

Pattison,  N.Y. 

Pepper 

Peyser 

Pickle 

Pike 

Preyer 

Price 

Pritchard 

Railsback 

Rangel 

Rees 

Rinaldo 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Roe 

Roncalio 

Rooney 

Rose 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roybal 

Ruppe 

Ryan 

Sarbanes 

Scheuer 

Seiberling 

Shipley 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Solarz 

Spellman 

Staggers 

Stark 

Steed 

Steiger,  Wis, 

Stokes 

Sullivan 

Symington 

Thompson 

Ullman 

Vander  Veen 

Vanlk 

Vigor!  to 

Waggonner 

Waxman 

Whalen 

White 

Whitten 

Wiggins 

Wilson,  C.  H. 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Wolff 

Wright 

Yates 

Young,  Alaska 

Young,  Ga. 

Young,  Tex. 

Zablockl 


Abdnor 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews,  N.OL 
AndrewB, 

N.  Dak. 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Aspin 
AuCoin 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Baucus 
Bauman 
Beard,  R.I. 
Beard,  Tenn. 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bevili 
Biester 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boland 
Bonker  . 
Breckinridge 
Brlnkley 
Brodhead 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burleson,  Tex. 
Burton,  John 
Butler 
Byron 
Carr 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen. 

DonH. 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collins,  Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Conte 
Crane 
D'Amours 
Daniel,  Dan 
Daniel,  R.  W. 
Derrick 
De  vine- 
Downey,  N.Y. 
Duncan,  Tenn 
Early 
Edgar 
Emery 
English 
Eshleman 
Evans,  Ind. 
Evins,  Tenn. 
Fish 
Fithian 
Florio 
Flynt 

Ford,  Tenn. 
Fountain 
Frey 


NAYS— 213 

Gay  doe 
Oilman 
Ginn 

Gold  water 
Goodling 
GradLson 
Grassley 
Gude 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
Haley 
Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmidt 
Hansen 
Harkln 
Harsha 
Hastings 
Hayes,  Ind. 
Hechler,  W.  Va. 
Heckler,  Mass. 
Hefner 
Heinz 
Hightower 
Hinshaw 
Holt 
Howe 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Ichord 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenrette 
Johnson,  Colo. 
Jones,  Okla. 
Jones,  Tenn. 
Kasten 
Kazen 
Kelly 
Kemp 
Ketchum    ' 
Keys 
Kindness 
Krebs 
Krueger 
LaFalce 
Lagomarslno 
Landrum 
Latta 
Levitas 
Litton 
Lloyd,  Tenn. 
Lott 
Lujan 
McColllster 
McDade 
McDonald 
McEwen 
McHugn 
Mann 
Martin 
Meyner 
Miller.  Ohio 
Mitchell,  N.Y. 
Moffett 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Morgan 
Mosher 
Mottl 
Murtha 


Myers,  Ind. 

Natcher 

Nichols 

O'Brien 

Patterson, 

Calif. 
Perkins 
Pettis 
Poage 
Pressler 
Quie 
Quillen 
Randall 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Russo 
St  Gemiain 
Santinl 
Sarasin 
Satterfield 
Schneebell 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Sharp 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Simon 
Skubitz 
Smith,  Nebr. 
Snyder 

Spence 
Stanton, 
J.  William 

Sta  nton, 
James  V. 

St-eelman 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Studds 

Symms 

Talcott 

Taylor,  Mo. 

Taylor,  N.C. 

Thone 

Thornton 

Traxler 

Treen 

Tsongas " 

Van  Deerlin 

Vander  Jagt 

Walsh 

W  ampler 

Weaver 

Whitehurst 

Wilson,  Bob 

Winn 

Wirth 

Wydler 

Wylie 

Yatron 

Young,  Fla. 

Zei'erettl 


192 


ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1  ■ 

Hannaford 

NOT  VOTING — 6 

Bell  Risenhoover       Teague 

Fulton  Stuckey  Udall 

POINT    OF    ORDER 

Mr.  BAUMAN  (prior  to  the  announce- 
ment of  the  vote) .  Mr.  Speaker,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen- 
tleman from  Florida  (Mr.  Burke)  was 
listed  In  the  recorded  vote  on  the  board 
as  having  voted  aye. 

Mr.  BURKE  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
changed  my  vote  from  "present"  to 
"aye." 

The  SPEAKER.  The  vote  Is  final. 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

POINT    OF    ORDER 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  recapitulation,  under  the  rules. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rules,  a 
recapitulation  of  an  electronic  vote  Is 
not  in  order. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
unfortunate. 


DOCUMENT  9 
THE  WHITE   HOUSE 

WAS  H I N  GTO  N 


•March  19,    1975 


Dear  Mr.  President: 

I  am  transmitting  herewith  a  set  of  legislative  proposals 
which  would  place  a  temporary  5  percent  ceiling  on  pay 
increases  for  Federal  employees  and  in  benefit  payments 
to  individuals  that  are  connected  by  law  to  consumer 
prices . 

These  proposals  are  an  integral  part  of  the  economic,  . 
fiscal,  and  energy  program  that  I  outlined  to  the  Congress 
in  my  State  of  the  Union  Address  on  January  15,  1975.   As 
we  move  forward  with  tax  reductions  to  revitalize  the 
economy,  with  energy  conservation  and  self-reliance  mea- 
sures, and  with  substantially  expanded  aid  to  the  unemployed, 
it  is  essential  that  we  restrain  the  overall  growth  of 
Federal  expenditures.   In  the  interest  of  the  long-run 
as  well  as  near-term  health  of  the  economy,  we  simply  must 
curb  the  rate  of  increase  in  the  budget  that  has  occurred 
in  recent  years. 

My  1976  budget  recommendations  include  no  new  spending 
initiatives,  except  for  energy.   In  addition,  they  reflect 
proposals  that  would  reduce  outlays  by  $17  billion, 
including  $6.1  billion  in  savings  that  would  result  from 
enactment  of  the  enclosed  draft  bills.   A  table  is  attached 
providing  a  breakdown  of  this  figure  and  the  programs 
involved.   Without  the  economy  measures  I  am  recommending, 
increases  in  Federal  spending  would  be  sharper  in  the 
short  run  and  would  continue  unchecked  in  future  years. 
The  budget  deficit  for  the  coming  fiscal  year  would  also 
be  greatly  increased. 

In  proposing  a  5  percent  ceiling  on  Federal  pay  raises 
this  year,  I  am  asking  that  the  Federal  Government  set 
an  example  for  the  Nation.   Federal  workers  generally 
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5  USC  5313. 

2  USC  351 
et  seq. 


5  USC  5332 

note. 

Vice 

President, 

salary 

adjustment. 


"Level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title:". 

(3)  That  part  of  section  5314  (relating  to  level  III  of  the  Executive 
Schedule)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the  sec- 
tion heading  and  immediately  above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"Level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title :". 

(4)  That  part  of  section  5315  (relating  to  level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the  sec- 
tion heading  and  immediately  above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"Level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title :". 

(5)  That  part  of  section  5316  (relating  to  level  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the  sec- 
tion heading  and  immediately  above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"Level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  deter- 
mined with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
by  section  5318  of  this  title :". 

(6)  The  analysis  of  subchapter  II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  item  at  the  end 
thereof : 

"5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay.". 

(c)  (1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  annual  pay  reports,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  sentence : 

"The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  this  subsection  shall 
specify  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay 
under  the  General  Schedule  and  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay 
under  the  other  statutory  pay  systems.". 

(2)  Subsection  (c)  (1)  of  section  5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
relating  to  annual  pay  reports,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  sentence :  "The  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
under  this  subsection  shall  specify  the  overall  percentage  of  the  adjust- 
ment in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule  and  of  the  adjust- 
ment in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  other  statutory  pay  systems.". 

Sec.  203.  Section  104  of  title  3,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
rate  of  salary  of  the  Vice  President,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"'$62,500,  to  be  paid  monthly."  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  rate 
determined  for  such  position  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted 
under  this  section.  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  month  in 
which  an  adjustment  takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5  in  the 
rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule,  the  salary  of  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent shall  oe  adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple 
of  $100  (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  nearest  higher 
multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such  per  annum  rate 
which  corresponds  to  the  overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in 
the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  section  5305  of  title  5) 
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of  the  adjustment  in  such  rates  of  pay.  Such  salary  shall  be  paid  on  a 
monthly  basis.". 

Sec.  204  (a)  Section  601(a)  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act      Congress, 
of  1946  (2  U.S.C.  31)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  salary 

"Sec.  601.  (a)  (1)  The  annual  rate  of  pay  for—  adjustment. 

"(A)  each  Senator,  Member  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 

and  Delegate  to  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  the  Resident 

Commissioner  from  Puerto  Rico, 

"(B)  the  President  pro  tempore  of , the  Senate,  the  majority 

leader  and  the  minority  leader  of  the  Senate,  and  the  majority 

leader  and  the  minority  leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 

and 

-    "(C)  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
shall  be  the  rate  determined  for  such  positions  under  section  225  of 
the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjust- 
ment takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  in 
the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General  Schedule,  each  annual  rate  referred  5  USC  5332 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  adjusted  bv  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  note, 
nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to 
the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such 
annual  rate  which  corresponds  to  the  overall  average  percentage  (as 
set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the  Congress  under  such  section 
5305)  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay  under  the  General 
Schedule.". 

(b)  Subsections  (a)  through  (d)  of  section  203  of  the  Federal 
Legislative  Salary  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  415),  relating  to  the  annual 
rate  of  pay  of  certain  legislative  officials,  are  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"Sec.  203  (a)  The  compensation  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the      31  USC  42a. 
United  States  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  eaual  to  the  rate  for 
positions  at  level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  of  subchapter  II  of 
chapter  53  of  title  5,  United  States  Code.  5  USC  5313. 

"(b)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Comptroller  General  of  the      31  USC  42a. 
United  States  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for 
positions  at  level  III  of  such  Executive  Schedule.  5  USC  5314. 

"(c)  The  compensation  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  United  States      2  usc  136a; 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  and  the  Archi-      31  U^C  51a' 
tect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate      40  u       162a« 
for  positions  at  level  IV  of  such  Executive  Schedule.  5  USC  5315. 

"(d)  The  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Librarian  of  Congress  and      2  usc  136a-l; 
the  Assistant  Architect  of  the  Capitol  shall  be  at  an  annual  rate  which     40  usc  166b* 
is  equal  to  the  rate  for  positions  at  level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule.".      5  USC  5316. 

(c)  (1)  Section  303  of  title  44,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
compensation  of  the  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§303.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer:  pay 

"The  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the  Public  Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which 
is  equal  to  the  rate  for  level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  of  sub- 
chapter II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5.  The  annual  rate  of  pay  for  the 
Deputy  Public  Printer  shall  be  a  rate  which  is  equal  to  the  rate  for 
level  V  of  such  Executive  Schedule.". 

(2)  The  item  relating  to  section  303  in  the  chapter  analysis  for 
chapter  3  of  title  44,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 
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"303.  Public  Printer  and  Deputy  Public  Printer  :  pay.". 

(d)  Section  4(d)  of  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970 
(84  Stat.  1952)  is  amended  by  striking  out  ''level  V"  and  "section  5316" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "level  III"  and  "section  5314", 
respectively. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  (1)  Chapter  21  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating 
to  general  provisions  applicable  to  courts  and  judges,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

"§  461.  Adjustments  in  certain  salaries 

"(a)  Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjust- 
ment takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  title  5  in  the  rates  of  pay  under 
the  General  Schedule  (except  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)),  each 
salary  rate  which  is  subject  to  adjustment  under  this  section  shall  be 
adjusted  by  an  amount,  rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if 
midway  between  multiples  of  $100,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of 
$100)  equal  to  the  percentage  of  such  salary  rate  which  corresponds 
to  the  overall  average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report  trans- 
mitted to  the  Congress  under  such  section  5305)  of  the  adjustments  in 
the  rates  of  pay  under  such  Schedule. 

"(b)  Subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  the  extent  it  would  reduce 
the  salary  of  any  individual  whose  compensation  may  not,  under  sec- 
tion 1  of  article  III  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  be 
diminished  during  such  individual's  continuance  in  office.". 

(2)  The  analysis  of  chapter  21  of  such  title  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  item : 

"461.  Adjustments  in  certain  salaries.". 

(b)  (1)  Section  5  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  salaries 
of  justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§  5.  Salaries  of  justices 

"The  Chief  Justice  and  each  associate  justice  shall  each  receive  a 
salary  at  annual  rates  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of 
this  title.". 

(2)  Section  44(d)  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  salaries 
of  circuit  judges,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(d)  Each  circuit  judge  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate 
determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2 
U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title.". 

(:>)  Section  135  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  salaries 
of  district  judges,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"§  135.  Salaries  of  district  judges 

"Each  judge  of  a  district  court  of  the  United  States  shall  receive 
a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of 
this  title,". 

(4)  The  second  sentence  of  section  173  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  judges  of  the  Court  of  Claims,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  "Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate 
determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2 
U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title.". 

(5)  The  second  sentence  of  section  213  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  salaries  of  judges  of  the  Court  of  Customs  and 
Patent  Appeals,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  "Each  shall  receive  a 
salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 
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Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  by  section  461 
of  this  title.". 

(6)  The  second  sentence  of  section  252  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  judges  of  the  Customs  Court,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "Each  shall  receive  a  salary  at  an  annual  rate  determined 
under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351- 
361).  as  adjusted  by  section  461  of  this  title.". 

(7)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  792(b)  (relating  to 
salaries  of  Court  of  Claims  commissioners)  of  title  28,  United  States 
Code,  as  precedes  ",  and  also  all  necessary  traveling  expenses"  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows :  ''P2ach  commissioner  shall  receive  pay  at 
an  annual  rate  determined  under  section  225  of  the  Federal  Salary 
Act  of  1967  (2  U.S.C.  351-361).  as  adjusted  bv  section  461  of  this 
title". 

(8)  The  first  sentence  of  section  40a  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11 
U.S.C.  68(a)),  relating  to  compensation  of  referees  in  bankruptcy,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows :  "Referees  shall  receive  as  full  compensa- 
tion for  their  services  salaries  to  be  fixed  by  the  conference,  in  the  light 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  councils,  made  after  advising  with  the 
district  judges  of  their  respective  circuits,  and  of  the  Director,  at  rates, 
in  the  case  of  full-time  referees,  not  more  than  the  rate  determined  for 
such  referees  under  section  225  of  the  Federal 'Salary  Act  of  1967  (2 
U.S.C.  351-361),  as  adjusted  under  section  461  of  title  28.  United 
States  Code,  and  in  the  case  of  part-time  referees,  not  more  than  one- 
half  of  such  rate,  as  so  adjusted.". 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Section  225(f)  (A)  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967 
(2  U.S.C.  356  (A) ) ,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  inserting  "the  Vice  President  of  the  United  States," 
immediately  before  "Senators"; 

(2)  by  striking  out  "and"  immediately  after  "Representa- 
tives,"; and 

(3)  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  semicolon  a  comma 
and  the  following :  "the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  and  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives". 

(b)  Until  such  time  as  a  change  in  the  rate  of  pay  of  the  offices  2  USC  356 
referred  to  in  the  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  note« 
occurs  under  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Salary  Act  of  1967  (2 
U.S.C.  351-361),  as  amended  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  such 
rates  of  pay  shall  be  the  rates  of  pay  in  effect  immediately  prior  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  as  adjusted  under  sections  203  and  204 
of  this  title. 

Approved  August  9,    1975. 
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To  amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  to  apply  to  the  United  States  Postal 
Service  certain  provisions  of  law  providing  for  Federal  agency  safety  programs 
and  responsibilities,  to  provide  for  cost-of-living  adjustments  of  Federal  execu- 
tive salaries,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I— POSTAL  SERVICE 

Sec.  101.  Section  410(b)  of  title  39,  United  States  Code,  is  amended— 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  word  "and''  at  the  end  of  paragraph 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (6)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  of  the  period  a  semicolon  and  the  word  "and"; 
and 

(3)  by  adding  immediately  below  paragraph  (6)  the  following 
paragraph : 

"(7)  section  19  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  of 
1970  (29U.S.C.  668).". 

TITLE  II— EXECUTIVE  SALARIES 

Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Executive  Salary  Cost-of- 
Living  Adjustment  Act". 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Subchapter  II  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  relating  to  Executive  Schedule  pay  rates,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

"§  5318.  Adjustments  in  rates  of  pay 

"Effective  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  com- 
mencing on  or  after  the  first  day  of  the  month  in  which  an  adjustment 
takes  effect  under  section  5305  of  this  title  in  the  rates  of  pay  under 
the  General  Schedule,  the  annual  rate  of  pay  for  positions  at  each 
level  of  the  Executive  Schedule  shall  be  adjusted  by  an  amount, 
rounded  to  the  nearest  multiple  of  $100  (or  if  midway  between  multi- 
ples of  $100,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $100),  equal  to  the  per- 
centage of  such  annual  rate  of  pay  which  corresponds  to  the  overall 
average  percentage  (as  set  forth  in  the  report  transmitted  to  the  Con- 
gress under  such  section  5305)  of  the  adjustment  in  the  rates  of  pay 
under  the  General  Schedule.". 

(b)  (1)  That  part  of  section  5312  (relating  to  level  I  of  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule)  of  title  5.  Linked  States  Code,  immediately  below  the 
section  heading  and  immediately  above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  shall  be  the  rate  determined 
with  respect  to  such  level  under  chapter  11  of  title  2,  as  adjusted  by 
section  5318  of  this  title:". 

(2)  That  part  of  section  5313  (relating  to  level  II  of  the  Executive 
Schedule)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  immediately  below  the  section 
heading  and  immediately  above  clause  (1)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 
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enjoy  greater  job  security  than  other  workers.   I  believe 
that  most  Federal  employees  will  understand  that  some 
restraint  on  their  pay  raises  is  appropriate  in  light 
of  the  need  to  provide  benefits  and  create  more  jobs  for 
the  unemployed. 

I  urge  the  private  sector  --  labor  and  management  alike  — 
to  follow  this  example  and  minimize  wage  and  price 
increases . 

The  proposals  place  a  similar  temporary  limit  of  5  percent 
on  the  automatic  increases  in  benefit  programs  linked  to 
consumer  prices.   These  proposals  bear  in  mind  the  large 
increases  that  have  occurred  in  these  programs  in  recent 
years  —  increases  which  have  exceeded  the  rate  of  inflation, 
Total  benefit  payments  under  the  programs  involved  — 
pr  imar  i  ly  JF^derjj^^cj-vJ^J  an^ndjTii  l.itary_  retirement ,  §oc  ial^ 
security,  r a i'l r o adTj: e t  i  r  erne nt ,  supplemental?  security  income,/ 
and""  tne  "food  s  tamp"  "a'hcP  ch'iXcT",:QU  tr  i.  t  ion  -  p  r  og  r  ams  --  have 
risen  more^tfta'rT  6he  .  cost  of  living"   For  example,  average 
per  capita  payments  for  persons  receiving  social  security 
benefits  have  increased  by  22  percent  in  real  terms  since 
1970  --  that  is,  after  adjusting  for  increases  in  consumer 
prices . 

The  enclosed  proposals  would  not  eliminate  or  reduce  any 
benefit  payments  from  their  present  levels,  but  would 
merely  slow  down,  through  June  30,  1976,  the  rate  at  which 
these  payments  would  be  rising.   Their  enactment  would  help 
us  begin  to  gain  some  control  over  the  longer-run  growth 
in  the  Federal  budget.   This  is  because,  in  general,  the 
lowered  levels  of  benefit  increases  that  would  be  in  effect 
through  fiscal  year  19  76  would  not  be  made  up  subsequently. 

I  recognize  that  I  am  asking  the  Congress  to  make  some 
difficult  decisions  in  acting  on  these  proposals.   But 
that  is  what  I  must  do.   During  this  time  when  thousands 
of  workers  are  being  laid  off  and  we  are  still  experiencing 
considerable  inflationary  pressure,  I  believe  the  modest 
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restraint  that  I  am  proposing  on  pay  raises  and  increases 
in  benefit  programs  makes  sense  for  the  future  and  is 
urgently  needed  in  the  present. 

At  the  request  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Government, 
District  Government  employees  are  included  in  the  attached 
draft  legislation,  where  applicable. 

I  hope  the  Congress  will  consider  these  proposals  and  act 
on  them  promptly  and  favorably. 

Sincerely, 


j^  « 


The  Honorable  Nelson  A.  Rockefeller 
President  of  the  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.   2  0510 

Enclosure 
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TEMPORARY  CEILING  OF  55  ON  FEDERAL  PAY  INCREASES 
AND  BENEFIT  PROGRAMS  TIED  3Y  LAW 
TO  CONSUMER  PRICE  INDEX 


Estimated  Fiscal  Year  1976  Savings 

(Billions  of  dollars) 

Federal  civilian  and  military 

pay  raises  1.6 

Federal  civilian  and  military 

retirement  benefits   1/  1.4 

Social  Security  old  age,  survivor, 

and  disability  benefits  2.5 

Supplemental  Security  Income  payments  0.1 

Railroad  retirement  benefits  2/  0.1 

Food  stamp  program  0.2 

Child  and  elderly  nutrition  programs  0.1 

Federal  Employees  Compensation 

Act  benefits  * 

Coal  miner  benefits  2/  * 


Total  6.1 


1/   Includes  Foreign  Service  and  Central  Intelligence  Agency 
retirement  systems. 

2/       Separate  legislation  is  not  required  to  place  5$  ceiling 
on  these  programs. 

*    Less  than  $50  million. 
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A  BILL 

To  limit  Federal  pay  increases  to  five  percent  for  a  specified 
period  of  time,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That 
(a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

(1)  "agency"  means — 

(A)  an  Executive  agency,  as  defined  by  section 
10  5  of  title  5,  United  States  Code; 

(B)  a  military  department,  as  defined  by 
section  102  of  title  5,  United  States  Code; 

(C)  the  United  States  Postal  Service  and  the 
Postal  Rate  Commission; 

(D)  those  agencies  in  the  legislative  and 
judicial  branches  which  are  subject  to  chapter  51 
and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code;  and 

(E)  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 

(2)  "employee"  means  an  individual  employed  in  or 
under  an  agency  or  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service,  but 
does  not  include — 

(A)  an  individual  employed  in  the  legislative 
or  judicial  branches  whose  position  is  not  subject  to 
chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code;  or 


-371  O  -  76  -  14 


206 


2 

(B)  an  officer  or  member  of  the  United  States 
Park  Police  or  the  Executive  Protective  Service  whose 
pay  is  fixed  under  the  District  of  Columbia  Police 
and  Firemen's  Salary  Act  of  1958,  as  amended  (D.C. 
Code,  sees.  4-323--4-837) ,  or  under  the  procedures 
established  by  sections  111  and  112  of  Public  Law 
93-407  (D.C.  Code,  sec.  4-333); 

(C)  an  alien  employee  of  the  United  States  in 
a  foreign  area  as  defined  in  section  5921  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code;  or 

(D)  an  employee  of  the  government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  to  whom  sections  5332  and  5349 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  do  not  apply; 

(3)  "pay  rate"  means — 

(A)  a  rate  of  pay  appearing  on  a  pay  schedule;  or 

(B)  an  individual  pay  rate; 

(4)  "pay  schedule"  means — 

(A)  a  schedule  of  rates  of  pay  for  any  of  the 
statutory  pay  systems  as  defined  by  section  5301(c) 
of  title  5,  United  States  Code; 

(B)  a  schedule  of  rates  of  pay  for  prevailing  rate 
employees  under  subchapter  IV  of  chapter  53  of  title  5, 
United  States  Code; 
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(C)  a  schedule  of  rates  of  the  various  elements 
of  military  compensation  subject  to  adjustment  under 
section  1009  of  title. 37,  United  States  Code; 

(D)  a  schedule  of  rates  of  pay  established  by 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  under  title  39, 
United  States  Code;  and 

(E)  any  schedule  of  rates  of  pay  which  is  estab- 
lished by  an  agency  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  pay  of  an  employee;  and 

(5)  "individual  pay  rate"  means  a  single  rate  of 
pay  which  is  established  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  pay  of  an  individual  employee  or  group  of  employees 
not  paid  under  a  pay  schedule. 

(b)  The  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  determine  the 
applicability  of  any  of  these  definitions  to  specific  agencies, 
employees,  pay  rates,  pay  schedules,  and  individual  pay  rates,  and 
such  determination  shall  be  final. 

Sec.  2.   Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
no  pay  rate  shall  be  increased  by  an  aggregate  amount  of  more 
than  five  percent  during  the  period  from  January  1,  19  75, 
through  June  30,  19  76:   Provided,  That  this  Act  shall  not  require 
the  reduction  of  any  pay  rate  that  may  have  been  put  into  effect 
between  January  1,  19  75,  and  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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4 
Sec.  3.   Any  pay  rate  which  has  been  limited  by  section  2 
of  this  Act  to  an  amount  or  amounts  less  than  otherwise  would 
have  been  in  effect  shall  not  be  increased  subsequent  to 
June  30,  19  76  — 

(1)  in  order  to  compensate  an  employee  for  the  dif- 
ference between  the  amounts  he  has  received  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  this  Act  and  the  amounts  he 
would  otherwise  have  received;  or 

(2)  except  in  accordance  with  the  normal  procedures 
and  timing  which  would  have  been  in  effect  for  any  such 
pay  increase  subsequent  to  June  30,  1976,  without  regard 
to  any  limitation  under  section  2  of  this  Act. 
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EXPLANATION  -  FEDEHAL  PAY 


The  draft  bill  would  limit  increases  in  Federal  pay 
rates  to  5%  in  the  period  from  January  1,  19  75,  through 
June  30,  19  76.   This  limitation  would  apply  to  pay  rates 
of  executive  branch  employees  in  established  pay  systems, 
such  as  the  General  Schedule,  the  Federal  Wage  System,  and 
the  United  States  Postal  Service  pay  system,  and  to  em- 
ployees with  individually  determined  pay  rates.   It  would 
also  apply  to  members  of  the  uniformed  services  and  those 
employees  in  the  legislative  and  judicial  branches  who  are 
paid  under  the  General  Schedule. 

Employees  of  the  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  who  are  paid  in  accordance  with  the  General  Schedule 
and  prevailing  rate  pay  systems  would  also  be  covered  by 
the  5%  limitation  at  the  request  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
government.   It  is  necessary  to  exclude  officers  and  members 
of  the  United  States  Park  Police  and  the  Executive  Protective 
Service  since  they  are  paid  under  the  same  pay  schedule  as 
officers  and  members  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Metropolitan 
Police  force  and  Fire  Department. 

While  the  limit  would  cover  the  entire  period  from 
January  1,  19  75,  through  June  30,  19  76,  it  would  not  require 
the  reduction  of  any  pay  rate  that  has  actually  been  put 
into  effect  before  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  draft  bill. 
If,  at  the  time  of  enactment,  a  pay  rate  has  been  increased 
by  5%  or  more  since  January  1,  19  75,  that  pay  rate  would 
remain  in  effect,  but  could  not  be  increased  further  until 
after  June  30,  19  76.   In  addition,  the  limit  would  not 
apply  to  pay  rates  established  on  the  basis  of  a  negotiated 
contract  in  force  at  the  time  of  enactment. 

No  retroactive  adjustments  will  be  made  to  reflect 
the  difference  between  the  amounts  of  pay  increases  limited 
under  the  bill  and  the  amounts  which  would  otherwise  have 
been  received.   Further,  pay  rates  would  be  increased  sub- 
sequent to  June  30,  19  75,  only  as  required  by  the  procedures 
and  timing  which  would  normally  be  in  effect  after  that  date 
had  the  pay  limitation  not  occurred. 
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WHITE-COLLAR  SALARIES  RISE  9  PERCENT 

Average  salaries  for  selected  white-collar  occupations  in  private  industry 
increased  9.0  percent  during  the  year  ended  March  1975,  according  to  preliminary 
data  from  the  latest  nationwide  salary  survey  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Labor's 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.   This  was  the  largest  annual  increase  recorded  in  the 
15-year  series;  for  clerical  jobs,  increases  averaged  9.6  percent  and  for  profes- 
sional, administrative,  and  technical  occupations,  8.3  percent.   During  the  same 
period,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  advanced  10.3  percent. 

Percentage  increases  in  average  salaries  by  occupation  for  the  March  1974- 
March  1975  period  are  shown  below: 


Professional,  administrative,  and 
technical  support  occupations 

Accountants 9.8 

Aud  i  tors 6.8 

Chief  accountants- 8.6 

Attorneys 7.6 

Buyers - 9.2 

Job  analysts 7.5 

Directors  of  personnel 6.1 

Chemists 10.1 

Engineers 8.4 

Engineering  technicians 9.0 

Drafting - 8.0 


Clerical  and  clerical 
supervisory  occupations 

Clerks,  accounting 7.7 

Clerks,  file - 9.6 

Keypunch  operators 9.9 

Keypunch  supervisors 8.7 

Messengers- 10.1 

Stenographers 11.6 

Typists - - -  9.9 


Average- 


8.3 


Average- 


9.6 
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Salary  Trends,  1961-75 

The  tabulation  below  summarizes  data  on  salary  trends  from  earlier  surveys  in 

this  series: 

Percentage  increases 

Average  Average 

annual      annual  1970  1971     1972  1973  1974 

rate        rate      to    to       to  to  to 

Occupational  group       1961-1966  1966-1970  1971  1972  1/      1973  1974  1975 

White-collar  occupations 3.1         5.4      6.6   5.8      5.-4    6.4    9.0 

Professional,  adminis- 
trative, and  technical 
support - 3.4         5.4      6.7   5.5      5.4    6.3    8.3 

Clerical  and  clerical 
supervisory 2.7         5.4      6.5   6.1      5.4    6.4    9.6 

1/  Survey  data  did  not  represent  a  12-month  period  due  to  a  change  in  survey 
timing.   Data  have  been  prorated  to  represent  a  12-month  interval. 


The  1974-1975  increases  in  salary  averages  were  the  largest  recorded  for  each 

of  the  two  major  components  and  for  all  white-collar  occupations  surveyed  since  the 

series  began  in  1961.   The  9.0  percent  overall  increase  was  2.4  percentage  points 

above  the  second  largest  gain  which  was  reported  in  1970-1971. 

The  tabulation  below  shows  percent  increases  in  average  salaries  in  the  last 

5  annual  periods  for  four  distinct  occupational  groups: 

Percent  increases 

1970    1971    1972    1973    1974 
to      to      to      to      to 
Occupational  group  1971    1972    1973    1974    1975 

Experienced  professional  and  administrative 6.3  5.6  5.6  6.3  8.7 

Entry  and  developmental  professional  and 

administrative 5.8  3.5  2.8  5.0  8.5 

Technical  support - - --  6.2  6.2  5.3  6.3  8.5 

Clerical - -  6.5  6.2  5.1  6.5  9.9 

The  increase  for  the  clerical  group,  at  9.9  percent,  exceeded  each  of  the 

other  three  groups  which  were  at,  or  slightly  above,  8.5  percent. 
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Occupational  Salaries,  March  1975 

March  1975  average  salaries  for  eight  levels  of  engineers,  the  largest 
professional  group  studied,  ranged  from  $1,076  a  month  for  college  graduates  in 
trainee  positions  to  $2,843  for  those  responsible  for  highly  complex  engineering 
programs.   Chemists'  salaries  ranged  from  $983  in  level  I  to  $3,155  in  level  VIII. 
Level  IV  engineers  and  chemists,  the  largest  group  in  each  profession  and  represen- 
ting fully  experienced  employees,  averaged  $1,620  and  $1,600  a  month. 

Salaries  of  accountants  and  auditors  ranged  from  $908  a  month  for  accountants  I 
to  $1,805  for  accountants  V.   The  accountants  and  auditors  included  in  the  survey 
had  bachelor's  degrees  in  accounting  or  the  equivalent  in  education  and  experience. 

Chief  accountants  were  surveyed  separately  from  accountants  and  were  classi- 
fied on  the  scope  of  their  authority  and  the  complexity  of  the  accounting  program. 
Those  meeting  the  requirements  of  level  I  (directing  a  stable  accounting  system, 
prescribed  in  considerable  detail  by  higher  levels  in  the  organization)  averaged 
$1,607;  those  meeting  the  higher  requirements  of  level  IV  averaged  $2,674. 

Buyers  responsible  for  purchasing  "off-the-shelf"  items  and  services  (level  I) 
were  paid  monthly  salaries  averaging  $905.  Buyers  IV,  who  purchased  large  amounts  of 
highly  complex  and  technical  items,  materials,  and  services,  averaged  $1,582  a  month. 

Attorneys  included  in  the  study  (all  having  LL.B.  degrees  and  bar  membership) 
were  employed  in  the  legal  departments  of  various  manufacturing  and  nonmanuf ac turing 
firms.   Those  performing  entry  level  work  involving  clearly  applicable  precedents  and 
well-established  facts  averaged  $1,268  a  month;  those  at  level  VI,  the  highest  level 
surveyed,  averaged  $3,420. 

Job  analysts  and  directors  of  personnel  were  studied  in  the  personnel  manage- 
ment field.   Level  II  job  analysts,  the  lowest  level  defined  for  which  data  could  be 
presented,  averaged  $1,045  a  month  compared  with  $1,538  for  those  at  level  IV,  where 
evaluation  of  a  variety  of  more  difficult  jobs  under  general  supervision  was 
required.   Personnel  directors  averaged  $1,401  for  level  I  and  $3,320  for  level  V. 
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Two  technical  support  occupations,  engineering  technicians  and  drafters,  were 
surveyed  in  1975.   Among  the  five  engineering  technician  levels,  levels  III  and  IV, 
in  which  a  majority  of  the  technicians  were  classified,  had  average  salaries  of  $950 
and  $1,092,  respectively.   Drafter-tracers  averaged  $640  a  month;  the  average  for  the 
highest  of  the  drafting  levels  studied  was  $1,191. 

Keypunch  supervisors,  the  only  clerical  supervisory  occupation  in  the  survey, 
were  classified  on  the  basis  of  combinations  of  three  elements--level  of  supervisory 
responsibility,  difficulty  of  keypunch  work  supervised,  and  number  of  employees  super- 
vised.  Their  average  salaries  ranged  from  $766  at  level  I  to  $1,193  at  level  IV. 
Level  V,  which  was  included  in  earlier  surveys,  did  not  meet  publication  criteria. 

Among  the  12  clerical  work  levels  surveyed,  average  monthly  salaries  ranged 
from  $460  for  file  clerks  I  to  $748  for  accounting  clerks  II.   Averages  for  two  of 
the  clerical  levels  were  above  $700;  four  were  between  $600  and  $700;  five  were 
between  $500  and  $600;  and  one--file  clerks  I--was  below  $500  per  month. 

The  Survey  and  Federal  Pay  Adjustments 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  acting 
as  the  President's  agent  under  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970,  use  the 
survey  data  on  salary  levels  in  private  industry  as  the  basis  for  developing  their 
recommendation  for  a  pay  adjustment  for  Federal  employees.  The  recommendations  of  the 
President's  agent  sometimes  result  in  white-collar  pay  increases  above  and,  at  other 
times,  below  the  percent  change  reported  in  the  BLS  survey.  The  survey  is  also  used  as 
a  benchmark  by  business,  labor  unions,  professional  societies,  trade  associations, 
schools,  and  State  and  local  government  agencies.   It  is  a  basic  reference  source  for 
salary  administrators,  recruiters,  educators,  career  counselors,  employee  placement 
workers,  and  planners. 
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A  bulletin—National  Survey  of  Professional,  Administrative,  Technical,  and 
Clerical  Pay,  March  1975--containing  final  results  of  the  survey  will  be  issued  late 
in  1975.   In  addition  to  providing  more  detailed  nationwide  information  based  upon  the 
full  survey  coverage,  it  will  provide  mean,  median,  and  middle  range  salaries  by  occu- 
pational level  for  all  establishments  located  in  metropolitan  areas  and  for  establish- 
ments with  2,500  employees  or  more. 


This  annual  survey  relates  to  metropolitan  areas  and  nonmetro- 
politan  counties  in  the  United  States  except  Alaska  and  Hawaii.   The 
minimum  employment  sizes  of  establishments  in  industries  studied  were: 
250  or  more  in  manufacturing  and  retail  trade;   ancj  10O  or  more  in 
transportation,  communication,  electric,  gas,  and  sanitary  services, 
wholesale  trade,  engineering  and  architectural  services,  commercially 
operated  research,  development,  and  testing  laboratories,  and  finance, 
insurance,  and  real  estate.   For  additional  detail  on  the  scope  and 
method  of  the  survey  and  definitions  of  the  occupations  referred  to  in 
this  report,  see  BLS  Bulletin  1837,  National  Survey  of  Professional, 
Administrative,  Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay,  March  1974. 

Procedure  for  determining  the  increase  for  each  occupation 
shown  on  page  1  is  as  follows:   Average  salaries  for  all  reported 
levels  of  the  occupation  were  combined  using  employment  in  the  most 
recent  year  as  a  constant  employment  weight  in  both  years  to  elimi- 
nate the  effects  of  differences  in  the  proportion  of  employees  at 
various  work  levels  in  the  two  surveys.   The  average  increase  for 
the  two  groups  is  a  simple  average  of  the  March  1974-75  increase  for 
each  occupation.   The  increases  shown  for  four  occupational  groups 
at  the  bottom  of  page  2  were  obtained  by  adding  average  salaries  for 
all  occupations  in  each  group  for  2  consecutive  years,  and  dividing 
the  later  sum  by  the  earlier  sum.   The  resultant  relative,  less  100, 
shows  the  percent  of  increase.   Buyers  and  keypunch  supervisors  were 
not  included  because  they  could  not  readily  be  identified  with  any 
of  the  four  groups. 
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July  21,  1975 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  PRESIDENT 


Subject:  Annual  report  on  comparability  for 
Federal  statutory  pay  systems 


In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  5305  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  and  section  201  of  Executive  Order  11721,  we  submit  here- 
with our  report  on  the  adjustments  needed  in  Federal  statutory  pay 
rates  in  order  to  achieve  comparability  with  1975  private  enterprise 
pay  rates. 

After  comparing  Federal  and  private  enterprise  pay  rates  and  consider- 
ing the  recommendations  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  and 
employee  organizations,  we  have  determined  that  an 8. 66  percent  pay 
increase  is  appropriate. 

We  are  furnishing  a  copy  of  this  report  to  the  Advisory  Committee  on 
Federal  Pay  so  that  that  committee  can  carry  out  its  statutory  respon- 
sibilities in  a  timely  manner. 


I   I       James  T.  Lynn 
1/   Director 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 


irt  E.  Hampton 


^\Accv.\ 


Robert  E.  Hampt< 

Chairman 

U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 


Attachment 
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ANNUAL  REPORT  OF  THE  PRESIDENT'S  AGENT  ON 

COMPARABILITY  OF  THE  FEDERAL  STATUTORY  PAY  SYSTEMS 

WITH  1975  PRIVATE  ENTERPRISE  PAY  RATES 


Introduction 

Under  section  5301  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  pay  rates  for 
employees  under  the  Federal  statutory  pay  systems  are  fixed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principles  that — 

"(1)  there  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work; 

(2)  pay  distinctions  be  maintained  in  keeping  with 
work  and  performance  distinctions; 

(3)  Federal  pay  rates  be  comparable  with  private 
enterprise  pay  rates  for  the  same  levels  of 
work ;  and 

(4)  pay  levels  for  the  statutory  pay  systems  be 
interrelated." 

In  order  to  ensure  that  these  pay  rates  will  remain  comparable  with 
private  enterprise  pay  rates,  section  5305  of  title  5  authorizes  the 
President  to  adjust  these  pay  rates  annually.   Each  year  the 
President's  agent  is  required  to  prepare  a  report  to  the  President  for 
his  consideration  in  determining  this  pay  adjustment.   Section  5305 
directs  that  this  report  is  to — 

(1)  compare  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay 
systems  with  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same 
levels  of  work  in  private  enterprise  on  the 
basis  of  appropriate  annual  surveys  conducted 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics; 

(2)  make  recommendations  for  appropriate  adjust- 
ments in  rates  of  pay;  and 

(3)  include  the  views  and  recommendations  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  and  employee 
organizations  not  represented  on  the  Council. 

Under  section  201  of  Executive  Order  11721,  May  23,  1973,  the  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  serve  as  the  President's  agent,  and  have  prepared 
this  report  in  fulfillment  of  their  responsibility  under  section  5305. 


220 


1975  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  Survey  Results 


Table  1  in  Appendix  A  shows  the  national  average  private  enterprise  pay 
rates  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  (BLS)  for  the  occupa- 
tions surveyed  in  the  National  Survey  of  Professional,  Administrative, 
Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay  ,  March  1975  (1975  PATC  survey) .   The  jobs  in 
the  survey  have  been  grouped  on  this  table  according  to  the  General 
Schedule  grade  levels  to  which  they  relate,  and  the  resulting  average 
private  enterprise  salary  for  each  grade  level  is  also  shown. 


— Survey  jobs  used 

Certain  changes  have  occurred  in  the  group  of  survey  jobs  used  in  the 
pay  comparison  this  year. 

Two  survey  jobs,  Keypunch  Supervisor  V  (equivalent  to  GS-7)  and  Job 
Analyst  I  (equivalent  to  GS-5) ,  which  have  been  used  in  previous  pay 
comparisons  cannot  be  used  this  year  because  the  data  obtained  in  the 
1975  PATC  survey  did  not  meet  BLS'  statistical  criteria  for  publishable 
data.  Director  of  Personnel  V  (equivalent  to  GS-15)  is  used  for  the 
first  time  this  year.   This  job  level  has  been  in  the  PATC  survey  since 
1960-61,  but  the  data  for  this  level  has  never  before  been  publishable 
under  BLS1  criteria. 

We  have  also  had  to  exclude  Job  Analyst  III  and  Job  Analyst  IV  from  this 
year's  pay  comparison,  although  the  data  for  these  two  jobs  levels  does 
meet  BLS1  publication  standards.   These  job  levels  are  intended  to  be 
equivalent  to  GS-9  and  GS-11,  respectively,  but  a  study  we  made  of  the 
survey  definitions  for  the  Job  Analyst  occupation  during  the  past  year 
has  shown  that  the  survey  definitions  for  the  III  and  IV  levels  fail  to 
exclude  certain  job  matches  which  are  not  equivalent  to  the  intended 
General  Schedule  grades.  We  hope  to  be  able  to  correct  the  deficiencies 
in  these  definitions  before  the  1976  PATC  survey,  so  that  we  will  be 
able  to  use  the  data  for  these  two  job  levels  in  next  year's  pay 
comparison. 

A  similar  problem  was  discovered  in  the  survey  definition  for  Keypunch 
Supervisor  V.   If  the  data  for  this  job  level  had  been  publishable  under 
BLS'  criteria,  we  would  still  have  had  to  exclude  it  from  the  pay  compari- 
son, since  the  present  survey  definition  produces  some  job  matches  which 
are  not  equivalent  to  the  intended  GS-7  level.  Here  again,  we  hope  to 
be  able  to  correct  this  survey  definition  before  the  1976  survey. 

In  our  report  last  year,  we  said  that  we  would  be  working  with  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Council  to  try  to  reach  a  decision  on  the  use  of  the  job 
definitions  for  two  occupations,  Secretary  and  Computer  Operator,  in  the 
PATC  survey  and  the  annual  pay  comparison.   No  decision  has  yet  been  reached, 
but  the  agent  and  the  Council  have  agreed  to  a  method  for  resolving  this 
issue,  involving  a  third  party,  preferably  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal 
Pay.   Pending  resolution  of  this  question,  we  also  agreed  with  the  Council 
to  withdraw  these  disputed  job  definitions  from  the  1975  PATC  survey. 
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— Industry  coverage 

The  industries  and  establishment  sizes  covered  in  the  1975  PATC  survey 
are  the  same  as  were  covered  by  the  1974  survey. 

Last  year,  we  indicated  that  we  had  reached  agreement  with  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Council  to  ask  BLS  to  test  certain  expansions  in  the 
survey  universe  in  this  year's  survey.   Unfortunately,  due  to  the 
considerable  lead  time  required  in  order  to  make  substantial  changes  in 
as  large  a  program  as  the  PATC  survey,  BLS  was  not  able  to  include  the 
test  of  these  expansions  in  the  1975  survey.   We  anticipate  this  test 
will  now  be  made  as  a  part  of  the  1976  survey. 

We  have  continued  our  review  of  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of 
surveying  State  and  local  governments  and  not-for-profit  organizations. 
On  the  basis  of  the  work  that  has  been  completed  in  this  review,  we  have 
agreed  with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  to  include  noncommercial 
educational,  scientific,  and  research  organizations  in  the  1976  test  of 
survey  expansions.   When  the  rest  of  our  review  has  been  completed,  we 
will  be  discussing  other  possible  changes  in  the  survey  universe  with 
the  Pay  Council. 


— Bonuses 

In  our  report  last  year,  we  indicated  that,  after  discussions  with  the 
Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  we  had  agreed  to  ask  BLS  to  try  to 
collect  data  on  cash  bonuses  in  the  1975  PATC  survey. 

BLS  was  not  able  to  do  so,  due  to  the  lack  of  lead  time  and  the  unexpected 
complexity  of  collecting  bonus  data  in  addition  to  the  salary  data  which 
the  PATC  survey  not  collects.   However,  BLS  has  undertaken  a  major  field 
study  of  this  subject,  with  the  results  expected  later  this  year.   If 
this  study  indicates  that  bonus  data  collection  will  be  successful,  we 
anticipate  that  bonus  data  will  be  collected  in  the  1976  PATC  survey  and 
will  be  used  in  the  1976  pay  comparison. 


— Time  lag 

After  discussions  with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  we  have  agreed 
that  it  would  be  desirable  to  move  the  reference  date  of  the  PATC  survey 
closer  to  the  effective  date  of  the  resulting  Federal  pay  comparability 
adjustment,  in  order  to  shorten  the  time  lag  by  which  Federal  pay  follows 
private  enterprise  pay.  We  will  be  working  with  BLS  during  the  coming 
year  to  see  if  an  acceptable  and  feasible  method  for  accomplishing  this 
can  be  developed. 
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Comparison  of  Rates  of  Pay 


Table  2  in  Appendix  A  shows  the  computation  of  the  General  Schedule 
comparability  pay  rates  which  were  originally  proposed  by  our  joint 
staff.   These  rates  complete  the  three-year  transition  to  the  new  ref- 
erence point  technique  that  was  adopted  in  1973.   As  shown  on  table  2, 
they  would  have  provided  increases  ranging  from  8.10  percent  at  GS-1 
to  a  theoretical  9.99  percent  at  GS-18.   In  actual  fact,  the  effect  of 
the  statutory  ceiling  (which  is  currently  $36,000)  would  have  limited 
the  average  increase  to  6.36  percent  at  GS-15 ,  0.22  percent  at  GS-16, 
and  zero  at  GS-17  and  GS-18,  rather  than  the  theoretical  figures  shown. 

This  computation,  and  the  full  table  of  General  Schedule  rates  which 
it  would  have  produced,  were  discussed  at  length  with  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Council  in  a  series  of  meetings,  and  were  also  furnished 
to  the  unions  and  employee  organizations  which  are  not  represented 
on  the  Council  at  meetings  which  we  held  with  them. 

The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council 
appear  as  Appendix  B,  while  the  views  of  the  non-Council  organizations 
appear  in  Appendix  C.   As  will  be  seen,  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Council  urges  that  the  adjustment  be  modified  to  provide  that  the 
overall  average  percentage  increase  proposed  by  staff  be  applied 
uniformly  at  each  General  Schedule  grade.   The  Council's  detailed 
rationale  in  support  of  an  across-the-board  increase  was  presented 
most  forcefully  during  our  series  of  meetings  with  them.   In  addition, 
three  of  the  non-Council  organizations  independently  advanced  the 
same  recommendation. 

These  arguments,  and  our  reaction  to  them,  are  detailed  below  in  the 
section  devoted  to  the  role  and  views  of  the  Pay  Council.   In  summary, 
we  find  the  rationale  persuasive,  and  accordingly  recommend  a  compara- 
bility adjustment  of  8.66  percent  at  each  General  Schedule  grade.   This 
figure  is  equivalent  to  the  overall  weighted  average  figure  by  which 
the  General  Schedule  rates  would  have  been  adjusted  had  the  original 
staff  proposal  been  implemented. 

Table  3  in  Appendix  A  shows  the  General  Schedule  rates  which  would 
result  from  an  8.66  percent  adjustment. 


— Continued  review  of  mathematical  procedures  used  in  pay  comparison 
process 

One  of  the  most  important  considerations  in  our  decision  to  recommend 
an  adjustment  which  differs  from  that  produced  by  a  precise  application 
of  the  statistical  techniques  used  in  the  past  is  that  we  believe  sub- 
stantial improvements  in  those  techniques  are  possible  as  a  result  of 
our  two-year  study  of  the  entire  mathematical  process  by  which  Federal 
pay  rates  are  determined. 
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This  study  has  now  been  substantially  completed,  and  we  will  be 
discussing  our  findings  with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  very 
shortly.  We  believe  it  is  essential  to  reach  final  decisions  on  any 
needed  changes  in  the  pay  comparison  process  well  in  advance  of  the 
1976  pay  adjustment. 

Related  Statutory  Pay  Systems 

As  mentioned  previously,  table  3  in  Appendix  A  shows  the  General 
Schedule  pay  rates  which  we  recommend  to  provide  comparability  with 
private  enterprise  pay  rates  as  shown  by  the  1975  PATC  survey. 

Table  4  shows  the  pay  rates  for  the  schedules  in  section  4107  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  doctors,  dentists,  nurses, 
and  certain  other  employees  in  the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery 
of  the  Veterans'  Administration. 

Table  5  shows  the  pay  rates  for  the  schedules  in  sections  412  and  415  of 
the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  as  amended  (22  U.S.C.  867  and  22  U.S.C. 
870(a)),  relating  to  Foreign  Service  officers  and  staff. 

The  pay  rates  in  Tables  4  and  5  are  related  to  the  pay  rates  of  the 
General  Schedule  in  the  same  way  they  have  been  in  the  past.   In  our 
report  last  year,  we  indicated  that  there  were  some  unresolved  questions 
about  the  extremely  complicated  relationships  between  the  two  Foreign 
schedules  and  the  General  Schedule.  We  are  continuing  to  work  with 
the  Department  of  State  on  the  resolution  of  these  questions.   For  the 
time  being,  we  have  not  altered  the  established  pay  relationships  of 
these  schedules. 
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Costs 


The  cost,  stated  on  an  annual  basis,  of  implementing  the  recommended 
pay  adjustments  for  the  1.39  million  employees  under  the  statutory 
pay  systems  is  estimated  as  follows: 


Basic  Pay 

Fringe  Benei 
and  Premium 

fits 
Pay 

Totals 

$1,655.8 

$234.8 

$1,890.6 

33.0 

5.8 

38.8 

19.5 

3.1 

22.6 

$1,708.3 

$243.7 

$1,952.0 

(Millions  of  Dollars) 


Statutory  Pay  Systems 

General  Schedule 

Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery  schedules 

Foreign  Service  schedules 

Totals 

In  addition,  certain  other  employees  whose  pay  is  fixed  by  administrative 
action  normally  receive  pay  adjustments  corresponding  to  General  Schedule 
adjustments.   We  estimate  the  cost  of  these  administrative  pay  adjustments 
to  be  $46.2  million. 

Under  section  1009  of  title  37  of  the  United  States  Code,  members  of  the 
uniformed  services  will  receive  an  adjustment  in  their  basic  pay  and 
certain  allowances  comparable  to  the  General  Schedule  adjustment.  We 
estimate  the  cost  of  this  military  pay  adjustment  for  the  uniformed 
services  to  be  $1,894.3  million. 

Therefore,  we  estimate  the  total  annualized  cost  of  the  pay  adjustment 
we  are  recommending  to  be  $3,892.5  million. 
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Role  and  Views  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council 


The  members  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  this  year  have  been 
Mr.  Vincent  L.  Connery,  President  of  the  National  Treasury  Employees 
Union;  Mr.  Dennis  Garrison,  Executive  Vice  President  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Government  Employees;  Mr.  Markley  Roberts,  Economist  in 
the  Department  of  Research  of  the  AFL-CIO;  Mr.  Clyde  M.  Webber, 
President  of  the  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees;  and 
Dr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir,  President  of  the  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees. 

The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  appear 
as  Appendix  B  to  this  report.   (Mr.  Richard  Galleher  of  the  AFL-CIO  has 
signed  the  Council's  statement  of  views  and  recommendations  in  place  of 
Mr.  Roberts.) 

The  Council's  paper  argues  that  wage  movements  in  other  sectors  of  the 
economy  have  been  greater  than  increases  granted  to  Federal  employees 
under  the  statutory  systems,  and  that  this  disparity  has  been  exacerbated 
by  the  inflationary  spiral,  particularly  at  the  lower  grades.   The  Council 
also  argues  that  the  return  of  the  median  General  Schedule  step  to  the 
fourth  rate,  and  the  decline  of  the  mean  step  to  its  lowest  point  since 
1969  demonstrate  that  the  agent's  adoption  of  the  Average  Salary  Reference 
Point  Technique  (or  "dual  payline")  in  1973  was  improper,  and  that  this 
technique  should  be  abandoned. 

The  Council  accordingly  recommends  that  this  year's  adjustment  be 
calculated  by  a  return  to  the  fourth  step  reference  point  and  the  27.7 
percent  "slope"  used  prior  to  1973. 

At  our  meetings  with  the  Council,  the  differing  views  which  we  hold  on 
the  "dual  payline"  -  its  necessity  and  justification,  its  soundness  and 
validity,  and  its  ultimate  monetary  effects  -  were  discussed  and 
debated  exhaustively.   As  the  Council's  paper  makes  clear,  we  have  not 
succeeded  in  dissuading  them  from  a  position  of  total  opposition  to 
what  we  regard  as  an  essential  reform  in  the  pay  setting  process. 

By  the  same  token,  we  could  find  no  merit  whatever  in  the  Council's  argu- 
ments for  abandonment  of  the  new  technique.   We  therefore  recommend  that 
the  transition  to  the  new  methodology  which  was  announced  in  1973  be 
completed  this  year  by  application  of  the  third  and  final  phase.   It 
bears  repeating  at  this  point  that  the  need  for  this  corrective  reform, 
and  the  specific  methodology  we  developed  to  effect  it,  have  been  endorsed 
by  both  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay,  and  the  General  Accounting 
Office. 

Upon  our  insistence  that  we  could  find  no  reason  to  abandon  the  new 
reference  point  technique,  the  Council  advanced  the  "compromise  recom- 
mendation" which  appears  on  page  25  of  their  report,  and  which  requests 
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that  the  same  overall  average  percentage  adjustment  originally 
proposed  by  our  joint  staff  be  reallocated  to  provide  a  uniform 
adjustment  at  each  General  Schedule  grade. 

The  Council's  arguments  in  support  of  this  modification  were  presented 
at  considerable  length  and  with  considerable  forcefulness  during  our 
series  of  meetings  with  them.   The  following  discussion  summarizes 
these  arguments  and  our  reaction  to  them. 

The  staff  proposal  would  provide  a  pattern  of  graduated  percentage 
increments,  with  the  smallest  increases  going  to  the  lowest-graded 
Federal  employees  and  the  largest  to  the  highest-graded.   While  this  is 
statistically  accurate,  the  Council  pointed  out  that  it  can  be  accurate 
only  in  the  context  of  the  traditional  payline  computation  formula. 
We  ourselves  believe  that  comparability  can  be  measured  much  more 
precisely  by  the  adoption  of  changes  in  the  type  of  curve  used,  the 
curve-fitting  criteria  employed,  and  the  weighting  of  the  salary  and 
grade  averages.  We  expect  to  begin  discussion  of  specific  methodologi- 
cal changes  in  the  determination  of  Federal  pay  rates  with  the  Pay 
Council  early  this  fall.   Inasmuch  as  these  discussions  may  result 
in  at  least  partial  abandonment  of  the  specific  statistical  technique 
which  produced  the  increasing  percentage  pattern  of  the  staff  proposal, 
we  agree  with  the  Council  that  it  would  be  excessively  rigorous  to 
insist  upon  the  precise  application  of  these  techniques  when  we 
ourselves  contemplate  their  replacement.   It  should  be  noted  here 
that  it  is  not  the  use  of  two  fitted  lines  under  the  "dual  payline" 
concept  which  might  be  replaced,  but  simply  the  way  in  which  these 
two  lines  are  calculated. 

The  Council  also  pointed  out  that,  even  if  the  technique  is  statistically 
precise,  the  pattern  of  increasing  percentage  increments  is  not  readily 
apparent  from  a  non-technical  examination  of  the  raw  data  published 
by  BLS,  which  appear  to  show  larger  percentage  increases  over  1974 
at  the  lower  grades  than  at  the  higher.   The  Council's  paper  describes 
the  increasing  percentage  increments  produced  by  fitted  paylines  as 
an  "inversion."  To  investigate  this,  we  fitted  both  linear  and 
exponential  regression  lines  to  the  1974  and  1975  BLS  data,  and 
each  produced  a  pattern  of  increasing  percentage  differences.   It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  1975  BLS  data  show  a  steeper  fitted  slope 
than  the  1974  data,  regardless  of  whether  the  fitting  technique  is  the 
unique  method  developed  for  the  General  Schedule  payline,  or  either  of 
two  standard  techniques  whose  use  in  basic  statistics  is  widespread  and 
unquestioned.  We  also  believe  that  a  process  as  complex  as  Federal 
pay-setting  may  always  be  subject  to  apparent  contradictions  to  a  greater 
or  lesser  extent,  but  we  do  agree  with  the  Council  that  this  year  the 
apparent  contradiction  under  the  original  staff  proposal  would  have 
been  so  great  as  to  be  incomprehensible  to  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
Federal  employees  whose  pay  is  being  set. 
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The  Council  also  argued  that  the  increasing  percentage  increment 
pattern  appears  to  be  at  variance  with  the  general  concern  that 
inflationary  pressures  bear  more  heavily  on  those  at  lower  income 
levels  than  on  those  earning  higher  salaries.   While  we  continue  to 
believe  that  Federal  comparability  must  remain  firmly  based  upon 
measures  of  changes  in  pay  rather  than  other  economic  changes,  we 
nevertheless  agree  that  the  concern  which  underlies  this  Council 
argument  must  be  carefully  weighed. 

The  Council  also  pointed  out  that  the  across-the-board  adjustment  they 
recommended  was  simply  a  re-distribution  of  the  same  aggregate  amount 
which  was  produced  by  a  staff  proposal  which  had  included  the 
reduction  necessitated  by  the  final  phase  of  the  transition  to  the 
average  salary  reference  point  technique.   This  is  of  course  true: 
the  recommended  comparability  increase  of  8.66  percent  at  each  grade 
is  based  upon  private  sector  salary  levels  which  have  risen  about  nine 
percent  over  1974  levels,  regardless  of  whether  the  increase  is 
averaged  occupationally ,  as  BLS  does,  or  by  General  Schedule  grade 
level,  as  the  payline  methodology  does.   The  difference  between  these 
two  figures  is  the  effect  of  the  final  phase  of  the  transition  to  the 
new  technique. 

In  summary,  our  meetings  with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  this 
year  have  again  revealed  that  we  have  strongly-held  differences  as  to 
both  concept  and  methodology  in  establishing  Federal  pay.   However, 
we  believe  that  our  exchanges,  however  protracted  and  sharply-worded, 
have  been  productive,  particularly  since  their  arguments  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  this  year's  increase  should  be  allocated  have  been  ultimately 
persuasive  in  the  final  formulation  of  the  comparability  adjustment 
we  are  recommending. 

Role  of  Employee  Organizations  Not  Represented  on 
The  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council 


The  views  and  recommendations  of  employee  organizations  not  represented 
on  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  appear  in  Appendix  C  of  this  report, 

In  keeping  with  the  intention  we  expressed  in  last  year's  report,  we 
made  an  effort  to  improve  our  consultation  procedures  with  these 
organizations  by  scheduling  two  meetings  with  them  this  year.   The 
first,  held  on  June  27,  was  devoted  to  a  briefing  on  the  entire  sequence 
of  the  comparability  process.   We  explained  the  occupational  and 
industrial  composition  of  the  PATC  survey,  the  way  in  which  the  survey 
data  are  combined  into  grade  averages,  and  the  way  in  which  these  grade 
averages  become  the  basis  for  a  fitted  payline.   Particular  attention 
was  drawn  to  the  new  average  salary  reference  point  technique,  the 
reason  for  its  adoption,  and  the  effect  it  has  had  on  the  scheduled 
rates  during  the  three-year  transition  process.  We  also  touched  upon 
some  of  the  special  studies  in  which  we  have  been  engaged,  and  the  way 
in  which  their  findings  may  influence  the  process  in  the  future. 
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At  the  second  meeting,  on  July  8,  we  distributed  the  PATC  survey  data 
(in  advance  of  its  public  release)  and  the  tentative  proposal,  and 
asked  for  their  comments.   When  the  decision  was  reached  to  recommend 
a  redistribution  of  the  adjustment  so  as  to  provide  a  uniform  percentage 
increment  at  each  grade,  we  re-contacted  each  of  the  non-Council  organi- 
zations and  informed  them  of  this  decision  so  that  they  could  specifically 
address  it  in  their  written  comments. 

Of  the  22  organizations  whom  we  invited  to  participate,  fifteen  attended 
at  least  one  meeting  and  eleven  have  furnished  written  comments.   Two 
of  the  non-respondents  are  affiliated  with  the  National  Federation  of 
Professional  Organizations,  and  informed  us  that  the  report  of  the  latter 
would  present  their  views.   Five  of  the  organizations  responding  favored 
the  graduated  adjustment  pattern  of  the  original  staff  proposal, 
primarily  because  they  represent  professionals  in  the  higher  grades, 
and  are  naturally  concerned  about  the  precise  degree  to  which  compara- 
bility is  achieved  at  these  higher  salary  levels.   Three  favored  the 
uniform  increase,  and  three  did  not  express  a  specific  preference. 

Of  the  four  respondents  who  mentioned  the  "dual  payline,"  two  endorsed 
it  while  two  recommended  its  abandonment,  one  because  they  felt  that 
it  somehow  penalizes  the  Federal  employee  for  what  they  believe  is  a 
longer  tenure  than  is  typically  found  in  the  private  sector. 

Five  non-Council  organizations  expressed  concern  about  the  time-lag 
between  the  base  date  of  the  PATC  survey  and  the  effective  date  of 
the  adjustment,  and  urged  that  the  agent  find  an  acceptable  way  to 
either  shorten  the  period,  or  compensate  for  it  in  the  calculation. 

Almost  all  of  these  organizations  mentioned  the  greater  degree  of 
meaningful  consultation  which  our  meetings  afforded  them  this  year. 
We  plan  during  the  coming  year  to  schedule  more  meetings  of  this  type 
so  that  the  findings  of  our  special  studies  can  be  presented  to  the 
non-Council  organizations  after  they  have  been  thoroughly  explored 
with  the  Pay  Council. 
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Table  1  -  1975  Private  Enterprise  Rates 


Table  2  -  Computation  of  General  Schedule  Pay  Rates 
(Staff  Proposal) 


Table  3  -  General  Schedule 
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(229) 


230 


Table  1 


1975 

Private  Enterp 

>ris 

e  Rates 

Grade 

Occupation 

Rate 

Grade 

Occupation 

Rate 

GS-1 

File  clerk  I 

$5,524 

GS- 

■9 

Accountant  III 

$14,458 

Messenger 

6,214 

Attorney  I 

15,220 

Average 

5,869 

Auditor  III 
Buyer  III 

15,334 
15,995 

GS-2 

File  clerk  II 

6,244 

Chemist  III 

15,572 

Keypunch  operator  I 

7,114 

Engineering  techr 

lician  V 

14,829 

Typist  I 

6,365 

Engineer  III 

16,330 

Average 

6,574 

Average 

15,391 

GS-3 

Accounting  clerk  I 

7,141 

GS- 

-11 

Accountant  IV 

17,618 

File  clerk  III 

7,683 

Attorney  II 

17,757 

Drafter-tracer 

7,674 

Auditor  IV 

18,800 

Engineering  technician  I 

8,625 

Buyer  IV 

18,983 

Keypunch  operator  II 

8,193 

Chemist  IV 

19,204 

Keypunch  supervisor  I 

9,187 

Chief  accountant 

I 

19,289 

Stenographer,  general 

7,801 

Director  of  personnel  I 

16,809 

Typist  II 

7,452 

Engineer  IV 

19,443 

Average 

7,970 

Average 

18,488 

GS-4 

Accounting  clerk  II 

8,982 

GS- 

-12 

Accountant  V 

21,664 

Drafter  I 

8,988 

Attorney  III 

22,558 

Engineering  technician  II 

9,970 

Chemist  V 

22,700 

Keypunch  supervisor  II 

10,595 

Chief  accountant 

II 

21,323 

Stenographer,  senior 

8,784 

Director  of  personnel  II 

19,938 

Average 

9,464 

Engineer  V 
Average 

22,427 
21,768 

GS-5 

Accountant  I 

10,891 

Auditor  I 

11,296 

GS- 

-13 

Attorney  IV 

28,159 

Buyer  I 

10,861 

Chemist  VI 

26,729 

Chemist  I 

11,801 

Chief  accountant 

III 

26,226 

Drafter  II 

11,217 

Director  of  personnel  III 

25,033 

Engineering  technician  III 

11,397 

Engineer  VI 

26,109 

Engineer  I 

12,917 

Average 

26,451 

Keypunch  supervisor  III 

11,971 

Average 

11,544 

GS- 

-14 

Attorney  V 
Chemist  VII 

34,040 
31,362 

GS-6 

Keypunch  supervisor  IV 

14,310 

Chief  Accountant 

IV 

32,094 

Average 

* 

Director  of  personnel  IV 

31,841 

Engineer  VII 

29,101 

GS-7 

Accountant  II 
Auditor  II 

12,785 
12,587 

Average 

31,688 

Buyer  II 

13,337 

GS- 

-15 

Attorney  VI 

41,046 

Chemist  II 

13,288 

Chemist  VIII 

37,855 

Drafter  III 

14,289 

Director  of  personnel  V 

39,843 

Engineering  technician  IV 

13,101 

Engineer  VIII 

34,114 

Engineer  II 

14,197 

Average 

38,215 

Job  analyst  II 

12,543 

Average 

13,266 

Grade  average  unusable  on  basis  of  one  occupation 
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Table  4 


Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  Schedules 


Section  4103  Schedule 

Associate  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director 
Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director 
Medical  Director 
Director  of  Nursing  Service 
Director  of  Chaplain  Service 
Director  of  Pharmacy  Service 
Director  of  Dietetic  Service 
Director  of  Optometry 


Physician  and  Dentist  Schedule 

Director  grade 
Executive  grade 
Chief  grade 
Senior  grade 
Intermediate  grade 
Full  grade 
Associate  grade 


Nurse  Schedule 

Director  grade 
Assistant  Director  grade 
Chief  grade 
Senior  grade 
Intermediate  grade 
Full  grade 
Associate  grade 
Junior  grade 


Minimum 

Maximum 

(single  rate) 

$36,000* 

(single  rate) 

50,350** 

$43,532** 

49,336** 

43,532** 

49,336** 

37,604** 

47,628** 

37,604** 

47,628** 

37,604** 

47,628** 

37,604** 

47,628** 

Minimum 

Maximum 

$37,604** 

$47,628** 

34,912 

45,388** 

32,400 

42,120** 

27,797 

36,140** 

23,705 

30,815 

20,061 

26,082 

16,821 

21,870 

Minimum 

Maximum 

$32,400 

$42,120** 

27,797 

36,140** 

23,705 

30,815 

20,061 

26,082 

16,821 

21,870 

13,952 

18,137 

12,028 

15,637 

10,292 

13,379 

*The  rate  of  basic  pay  for  this  position  is  set  by  law  at  the  annual 
rate  provided  for  positions  in  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
(currently  $36,000). 


**The  rate  of  basic  pay  for  employees  at  these  rates  would  be  limited 
by  section  5308  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code  to  the  rate  for 
level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  (currently  $36,000). 
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FEDERAL   EMPLOYEES   PAY   COUNCIL 


(ESTABLISHED  UNDER  PUBLIC  LAW  NO.  91-656) 


Mr.  Richard  Galleher,  AFL-CIO,  Chairman 

Mr.  Vincent  Connery,  National  Treasury  Employees  Union 

Mr.  Dennis  Garrison,  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees , AFL-CIO 

Mr.  Clyde  M.  Webber,  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees,  AFL-CIO 

Dr.  Nathan  Wolkomir,  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees 

Washington,  D.  C. 
July  15,  1975 

Robert  E.  Hampton 

Chairman 

U.  S. Civil  Service  Commission 

Washington,  D.  C.  20415 

James  T.  Lynn 

Director 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sirs: 

In  conformance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Pay  Compara- 
bility Act  of  1970  (Public  Law  91-656),  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Council  submits  the  following  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  report 
of  the  President's  Agent. 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  is  extremely  concerned  by 
the  enormous  erosion  in  pay  suffered  by  the  federal  classified  work- 
ers.  Wage  controls  which  expired  in  April  of  1974  for  the  aggregate 
economy  continue  to  plague  federal  classified  employees.   The  up- 
coming October  1975  pay  increase  will  be  the  first  non-wage  control 
dominated  pay  increase  since  the  January  1971  increase  of  6  percent 
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granted  federal  classified  employees. 

Among  the  important  elements  within  this  report,  the  Council 
wishes  to  draw  attention  to  the  following  major  observations  and 
argumentations  presented  in  this  year: 

Wage  movements  in  other  sectors  of  the  economy  have  been 
much  larger  than  those  granted  federal  workers.  Federal 
classified  employees  have  suffered  much  larger  losses  in 
buying  power  than  other  employees  in  the  general  economy. 

The  major  impact  of  the  inflationary  burden  has  fallen  most 
heavily  on  the  lower  level  GS  workers.   Unfortunately,  this 
means  that  minorities  and  women  have  been  forced  to  absorb 
the  largest  declines  in  standards  of  living. 

The  Dual  Payline  continues  to  diminish  the  aggregate  pay 
increase.   With  the  mean  step  at  4.62  and  the  median  step 
returned  to  4,  the  continued  pay  cut  generated  by  the  Dual 
Payline  of  1.4  percent  is  illogical  and  totally  unfair  and 
inequitable. 

The  Dual  Payline  designed  to  create  a  stability  in  the  ag- 
gregate global  pay  increase  has  generated  a  highly  unstable 
situation  in  the  distribution  of  pay  among  grades.   Its 
sensitivity  to  data  base  changes  is  perhaps  the  major 
cause  of  this  unacceptable  distributional  instability. 


68-371  O  -  76  -  16 
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The  Dual  Payline,  manifesting  its  distributional  instability 
and  distributional  flaws,  generated  an  inversion  of  the  PATC 
data  as  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

The  Council  strongly  continues  its  call  for  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  Dual  Payline.   However,  since  the  agent  has 
been  adamant  on  continuing  this  inappropriate  path,  it 
should  at  a  very  minimum  recognize  the  appalling  flaws  in  the 
distribution  of  the  pay  increases  among  grades  generated  by 
the  Dual  Payline.   In  so  doing,  it  should  immediately 
abandon  and  discard  as  inappropriate  such  pay  increase  dis- 
tribution patterns  so  generated. 

Each  of  these  points  and  additional  observations  and  arguments 
are  advanced  in  detail  in  the  body  of  the  Council's  report. 


Lingering  Wage  Controls  -  October  '74  through  September  '75 

The  pay  comparability  increase  upcoming  in  October  of  1975  represents 
the  first  wage  increase  for  federal  workers  not  dominated  by  wage  controls 
since  the  increase  they  received  on  January  1,    1971. 

Congress  ended  wage  controls  on  the  last  day  of  April  of  1974  for  the 
aggregate  economy.     However,    because  the  PATC  survey  which  forms  the 
basis  for  determining  comparability  has  a  survey  date  of  March,    1974  the 
increases  which  were  given  to  federal  workers  for  comparability  in 
October  of  1974  (rates  which  are  continuing  for  federal  workers  through 
September  of  1975)  were  effectively  controlled  by  the  expired  wage  controls. 

The  results  of  the  survey  process  and  the  unfortunate  timing  of  the 
end  of  wage  controls  have  resulted  in  federal  workers  being  effectively 
under  wage  controls  for  an  additional  18  months  beyond  their  private 
sector  counterparts.     So  federal  workers  look  to  October  of  1975  for  their 
first  true  comparability  increase  not  dominated  by  and  lowered  by  wage 
controls  in  the  American  economy. 

Federal  classified  workers  still  face  a  "time -lagged  comparability" 
of  from  6-1/2  to  18-1/2  months  behind  the  private  sector  wage  movements. 
However,    in  October  of  1975,    these  "time-lagged"  adjustments  at  least 
will  not  have  to  contend  with  an  extension  of  outdated  wage  controls  as 
took  place  with  October  of  1974's  increase  of  5.  5  percent. 
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Private  Sector  Wage  Movements 

Federal  workers'  aspirations  are  also  guided  by  the  movement  of  wages 
in  the  private  sector.      The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  reported  that  first  year  wage  increases  in  major  collective  bargaining 
contracts  covering  1,  000  workers  or  more  increased  at  a  rate  of  7.  I  percent 
in  the  first  quarter  of  1974,    upward  to  9.2  in  the  second  quarter,    11.2  in 
the  third  quarter,    and  10.  3  in  the  fourth  quarter.     In  the  first  quarter  of 
1975  the  most  recent  data  available  wage  increases  for  the  first  year  showed 
an  annual  increase  of  12.  5  percent.     When  first  year  wage  increases  are 
combined  with  Cos t-of-Living  payments  the  private  sector  major  collective 
bargaining  wages  increases  were  larger.     For  the  past  four  quarters  this 
average  wage  movement  has  exceeded  12-1/2  percent. 

In  comparison  to  these  wage  movements,   which  showed  a  sharp 
increase  at  the  end  of  wage  controls,    the  federal  worker  remained  effectively 
under  wage  controls  receiving  a  5.  5  percent    "comparability"  increase  in 
October  of  1974. 

Inflation  rates  of  8.  8  percent  during  the  year  of  1973  and  12.2  percent 
during  the  year  of  1974  has  brought  a  sharp  decline  in  the  buying  power  of 
the  federal  worker. 

Postal-Federal  Pay  Comparison 


The  most  closely  linked  pay  relationship  which  the  federal  classified 
workers  may  look  to  is  the  relationship  between  postal  level  5  Step  4  and 
GS-level-5  Step  4  which  were  linked  by  law  for  many  years  before  the 
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postal  service  gained  collective  bargaining  negotiations  rights.     These  two 
rates  were  identical  less  than  5  years  ago  in  July  of  1970. 

Since  that  time    both  the  postal  service  and  the  classified  federal 
workers  have  by  law  had  their  wages  linked  to  comparability.     As  a   recent 
GAO  report  notes  "legislation  establishing  the  postal  service  in  1970  pro- 
vides,   in  general,    that  the  postal  services  officer  and  employee  compen- 
sation and  benefits  be  maintained  on  a  standard  of  comparability  to  the 
compensation  and  benefits  paid  for  comparable  levels  of  work  in  the  private 
sector  of  the  economy  (see  39  USC  1003).  Therefore,    under  both 

systems  comparability  was  to  be  the  key  to  movements  in  pay.     However, 
the  postal  workers  were  allowed  collective  bargaining  negotiations  rights 
to  seek  their  comparability  whereas  the  federal  classified  workers  have 
had  to  seek  their  comparability  based  upon  PATC  survey  data. 

In  May  1975,    the  classified  grade  5  Step  4  worker  has  fallen  $2,  254 
behind  his  postal  level  5  Step  4  counterpart  worker.     This  represents  an 
erosion  of  24.  I  percent  in  the  salary  of  the  federal  worker  versus  the 
postal  worker.     Even  in  October  of  1974  when  the  classified  worker  received 
his  5.  5  percent  wage  control  dominated  increase  he  still  lagged  the  postal 
worker  by  15.  9  percent.     Since  then,    of  course,    the  postal  workers 
received  cost-of-living  increases  in  both  November  of  1974  and  May  of  197  5. 
The  postal  workers  contract  expires  on  July  20,    1975.     Further  increases 
for  the  postal  workers  can  be  expected  before  the  October  1,   1975  pay 
increase  is  implemented  for  the  federal  classified  workers.     Table  I  gives 
a  detailed  comparison  of  these  movements  described  above  from  June  of 
1969  through  May  of  1975. 
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COMPARISON  OF  TUB  PROFESSION  OV  U.S.    POSTAL  AND  CLASSIFIED  EMPLOYEE  SAI.AH  IKS  4. 

SINCE  CONGRESS  OECLAREIJ  "FULL  COMPARABILITY"  OF  150 IN  WITH  PRIVATE  SECTOR,    JULY    1.    1%9 


Dollar  I'nrcunliigc 

Postal,        Classified  Differential  Differential 

Level   5  Grade  5  of  Classified  of  Classified 

Step  4  Step   4  Workers Workers 


6,794 


6,794 

$0,000 

0.0 

7,202 

+408 

+  5.6 

— 

000 

0,0 

TABLE  I 

7-01-69     4.1%  for  Postal  employees, 
9.1%  for  Classified; 
Congress  declares  "full 
comparability"  with 
private  sector 

12-27-69    6%  for  Classified 

4-16-70     6%  negotiated    for  Postal 

retroactive  to  12-27-69  7,202 

8-12-70     8%  negotiated  4-16-70  to  be 
effective  upon  passage  of 
Postal  Reform  Act,   which 
subsequently  was  8-12-70  7,777  — 

1-01-71  G%  for  Classified  —  7,634 

7-20-71  $250  for  Postal  8,027      , 

11-14-71  $250  for  Postal  8,277 

1-01-72  5.5%  for  Classified  —  8,054 

1-20-72  $250  for  Postal  8.527 

7-20-72  $250  for  Postal  8,777 

8-05-72     $166  cost-of-living 

increase,   Postal  8,943  

10-01-72  5.1%  for  Classified  — -  8,465 

1-20-73     $250  for  Postal  9,193 

7-21-73     $700  for  Postal  9,893 

10-01-73     4.Q%  for  Classified  —  6,859 

11-10-73     $116  cost-of-living 

increase,   Postal  10.039  — -  -1,180  -13.3 

5-11-74     $395  Cost-of-living 

increase,   Postal  10,431 

7-20-71     $100  for  Postal  10,834 

10-01-71     5.a"g  for  Classified  — -  9,319 

11-09-71     $157  cost-of-living 

increase.   Postal  11.291 

5-10-75   $312  cost-of-living 

increase.   Postal  11,582 

(In  August    )">71,    as    prescribed   l>)    cent  r;u:t    ncijot  iat  i  ons    concluded   the   prior 
month,    pOSl.il    employee:,   were   paid   ;i   one-time-only  $300   lump  sum  payment  ,  j 

Revised  July  7,    1975 


-575 

-7.9 

-143 

-1.8 

-393 

-5.1 

-643 

-8.4 

-223 

-2.7 

-473 

-5.8 

-72* 

-8.9 

-889 

-11.0 

-478 

-5.6 

-728 

-8.6 

1,428 

-16.8 

1,034 

-11.6 

-1,575 

-17.8 

-1,975 

-22.3 

-1,405 

-15.9 

-1.942 

-20.0 

-2,254 

-24.1 
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5 
If  the  same  pay  movements  are  looked  at  between  the  postal  and 
classified  worker  for  the  last  2-1/2  years  in  constant  1967  dollar     buying 
power  the  enormous  erosion  of  the  federal  classified  worker's  standard 
of  living  becomes  even  more  appalling.      Table  II  shows  this  relationship. 
Whereas  the  buying  power,    in  constant  1967  dollars,    of  the  federal  classi- 
fied GS-5  Step  4  worker  was  $6,  886  in  October  of  1972  the  GS-5  Step  4 
worker's  salary  by  May  of  1975  had  a  buying  power  of  only  $5,  869.     An 
incredible  erosion  of  over  a  thousand  dollars  in  buying  power  in  a  short 
2-1/2  year  period.      The  postal  employee  whose  buying  power  in  October 
of  1972  was  $7,  064  by  May  of  1975  enjoyed  a  slightly  increased  buying 
power  of  $7,  271.     Table  II  gives  additional  details. 

Impact  Buying  Power  Erosion  -  Minorities  and  Women 

The  huge  erosion  in  buying  power  and  plunge  in  the  standard  of  living 
suffered  by  federal  classified  employees  has  been  especially  devastating 
upon  the  lower  grade  level  workers.      The  numbers   cited  above,    of  course, 
do  not  consider  the  tax  effect  upon  these  workers  which  have  caused  an 
even  further  deterioration  in  their  standard  of  living.       That  is,    the  tax 
burden  upon  the  workers,    even  though  the  real  buying  power  has  been 
decreasing,    has  been  increasing  both  absolutely  and  in  percentage  terms. 

Naturally,    the  lower  level  GS  workers  have  had  to  sustain  the  worst 
aspects  of  lowered  standards  of  living  caused  by  the  impact  of  the  tremendous 
inflation  and  the  wage  controlled  dominated  "comparability  adjustment". 
Unfortunately  this  burden  has  failed  heavily  upon  minority  groups  and  women 
in  the  federal  sector. 
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TABLE  II 


CLASSIFIED  EMPLOYEE 


GS-5  Step  4 

CPI 

Buying  Power 

Salary 

Index 
126.6 

1967   Dollars 

10-01-72 

$8, 465 

$6,886 

10-01-73 

$8,8  59 

136.6 

$6,485 

10-01-74 

$9,349 

153.0 

$6,  110 

5-     -75 

$9,349 

159.  3 

$5,869 

POSTAL  EMPLOYEE 


GS-5  Step  4 

CPI 

Buying  Power 

Salary 

Index 
126.6 

1967   Dollars 

10-01-72 

$8,943 

$7, 064 

10-01-73 

$9,893 

136.6 

$7,242 

10-01-74 

$10,834 

153.  0 

$7,  081 

5-      -75 

$11,582 

159.  3 

$7,271 
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As  of  5/31/73  there  were  217,  346  minority  workers  comprising  16.  3 
percent  of  the  federal  general  scheduled  white  collar  work  force.     The 
minority  workers  were  and  are  heavily  represented  in  the  lower  GS  levels 
comprising  28.  3  percent  of  all  workers  of  GS-1  through  4.      In  GS-5  through 
GS-8,    20.  5  percent  of  all  employees  are  minority  workers  dropping  to 
10  percent  at  GS-9  through  11,    and  5.  5  percent  for  GS-12  through  GS-18. 
Similarly,   women  in  full-time  white  collar  employment,    excluding  postal, 
are  heavily  represented  in  the  lower  GS  grades  and  very  scantly  repre- 
sented in  the  higher  GS  levels.     Women  in  full-time  federal  classified 
employment  totaled  586,  470  or  40.  8  percent  of  the  total  1,  392,  007  as  of 
October  31,    1973. 

However,    women    comprised  over  three-fourths  of  the  work  force  for 
general  scheduled  grades  GS-1  through  GS-4.      This  rate  declined  to  approx- 
imately one-half  for  grades  GS-5  through  GS-8,    dropping  to  about  1  out  of 
5  workers  for  GS-9  through  GS-H  and  about  that  of  one  out  of  20  for  the 
remaining  grades  GS-12  through  GS-18.     More  detailed  information  for 
both  minority  and  women  employment  in  the  federal  classified  work  force 
is  provided  in  Tables  III  and  IV. 

To  reiterate,    inflation's  tremendous  impact  over  the  last  several  years 
has  been  especially  hard  on  the  lower  level  GS  employees.      This  means  that 
inflation  and  the  pay  comparability  system  itself  J^ave  greatly  burdened 
minority  and  women  federal  classified  employees. 
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TABLE  III 
FACT  SHEET 

MINORITY  FEDERAL  EMPLOYMENT 
General  Schedule  or  Similar  (White  Collar),  excluding  Postal,  as  of  5-31-73 


Total  Employment 

1,330,581 

Minority  Employment 

217,346 

Percentage  Minority  Employment 

16 .  3% 

Percentage  Minority  Workers  by  GS  1 

.evels  as  of  5-31-73 

Percentage 

Total 

Minority 

Minority  of 

Level 

Employment 

Employment 

Total  Employment 

GS-1 

4,665 

2,141 

45.9% 

GS-2 

35,962 

11,481 

31.9% 

GS-3 

107,189 

31,426 

29 . 3% 

GS-4 

167,183 

43,997 

26 . 3% 

GS-1-4 

314,999 

89,045 

28.3% 

GS-5 

169,174 

39,253 

23.2% 

GS-6 

79,073 

17,196 

21.7% 

GS-7 

109,628 

18,323 

16.7% 

GS-8 

28,985 

4,582 

15.8% 

GS  5-8 

386,860 

79,354 

20.5% 

GS  9-11 

314,738 

31,552 

10.0% 

GS  12-13 

230,396 

13,308 

S.8% 

GS  14-15 

77,871 

3,885 

5.0% 

GS  16-18 

5,717 

202 

3.5% 
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TABLE  IV 
FACT  SHEET 

Women  in  Federal  Employment 

Women  in  full-time  white  collar  employment,  excluding  postal,  totaled 
586,470  or  40.8%  of  1,392,007  as  of  10/31/73. 

Women  comprised  over  three- fourths  of  the  work  force  for  General 
Schedule  grades,  GS  1-4.  This  rate  declined  to  approximately  one-half 
for  grades  GS  5-8,  dropping  to  about  one  out  of  five  workers  for 
GS  9-11,  and  less  than  one  out  of  twenty  for  the  remaining  grades 
GS  12-18. 

Below  is  a  breakdown  of  women  in  full  time  white  collar  employment 
by  general  schedule  and  equivalent  grade,  excluding  postal,  as  of 
10/31/73. 


Total 
Employment 

3,810 

35,955 

106,879 

167,441 

Women 

2,610 

27,773 

82,470 

124,800 

Percentage  Women 
of  Total 

GS-1 
GS-2 
GS-3 
GS-4 

68 . 5% 
77.2% 
77 . 2% 
74 . 5% 

GS  1-4 

314,085 

237,653 

75.7% 

GS-5 
GS-6 
GS-7 
GS-8 

177,584 
85,890 

123,058 
31,720 

116,277 
56,723 
51,790 
15,303 

65.5% 
66 . 0% 
42.1% 
48 . 2% 

GS  5-8 

418,252 

240,093 

57.4% 

GS  9-11 
GS  12-13 
GS  14-15 
GS  16-18 

323,728 

243,543 

82,504 

9,450 

70,420 

16,735 

3,337 

216 

21.8% 
6.9% 
4.0% 
2.3% 
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Federal  classified  workers  look  to  October  of  1975  for  their  first 
comparability  adjustment  not  controlled  by  wage  controls  since  January, 
1971.      They  note  the  large  wage  increases  gained  in  private  sector 
collective  bargaining  negotiations  and  the  huge  erosion  of  24.  I  percent 
between  their  pay  rate  and  that  of  their  counterpart  in  the  postal  service. 

They  have,    in  short,    every  right  to  expect  a  wage  increase  in 
October  of  1975  which  will  help  to  lessen  these  many  detrimental  impacts 
that  have  fallen  upon  the  federal  classified  worker. 

Dual  Payline 

The  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  in  the  past  has  outlined  in  great 
detail  its  opposition  to  dual  payline  both  theoretically  and  in  the  methodolog- 
ical structure  adopted  to  generate  this  comparability  system.     The  mechanism 
employed,   which  is  stated  to  compare  "averages  with  averages,  "    is,    in 
fact,    comparing  average  apples  with  average  oranges.     Beyond  that  we 
have  argued  that  the  Dual  Payline  Construct  is  a  great  deal  more  sophis- 
ticated and  more  sensitive  than  is  the  data  base  on  which  it  is  constructed. 
We  have  suggested  that  the  Dual  Payline  Construct  is  analogous  to  the 
building  of  a  twenty-story  skyscraper  out  of  a  sturdy  steel,    and  bricks; 
but  then  placing  this  entire  structure  upon  a  lightly  built  clay  foundation. 
The  Council  has  argued  that  in  this  position  the  Dual  Payline  is  either 
subject  to  total  collapse  or  at  the  very  least  this  construct  could  easily 
lean  in  one  direction  or  the  other.      In  an  analogous  way  this  is  precisely 
what  faced  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  in  the  presentation  by  the 
agent  of  the  draft  payline  for  October,    197  5  which  was  generated  using  the 


249 


n 

Dual  Payline  construct.      Though  the  Dual  Payline  may  provide  some 
stability  in  terms  of  the  global  average  increase  to  be  given  to  the  Federal 
Classified  workers,    at  the  same  time  it  produces  this  stability,    it  creates 
a  new  instability  in  the  distribution  of  the  pay  increase. 

In  1972  when  the  median  step  in  the  federal  service  moved  from  4  to 
5,    it  was  argued  by  the  Agent  that  the  method  of  comparing  the  private 
sector  to  the  federal  sector  would  have  to  be  adjusted  for  this  movement 
in  the  median  classified  steps.     At  that  time  the  Council  carefully  noted 
that  the  fourth  step  of  federal  pay  was  the  "representative"  step,    and  that 
a  movement  of  the  federal  population  to  median  step  5  did  not  in  any  way 
take  away  the  representativeness  of  step  4.     Many  arguments  were  ad- 
vanced by  the  Council  which  showed  numerous  actions  being  taken  by 
managerial  decision  in  federal  government  labor  relations  which  could 
foster  and  cause  the  precise  median  step  change  which  was  said  to  be  the 
cause  of  and  need  for  the  Dual  Payline  Methodology  construct.     In  spite 
of  our  documented  objections   presented  in  the  1973  report,    and  again 
presented  in  the  '74  report,    the  Dual  Payline  was  thrust  upon  us. 

Fortunately,    the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  notes  that  the  data 
produced  by  the  Dual  Payline  construct  in  197  5  clearly  documents  and 
clearly  proves  the  Council's  assertions  of  the  impracticality  and  impro- 
priety of  this  method  of  pay  fitting. 
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Averages   -  Median  versus  Mean  Step 

The  Dual  Payline,    the  Agent  said  to  the  Council  both  in  197  3  and  1974, 
was  designed  to  adjust  to  the  size  of  the  pay  increase,    linked  not  to  the 
median  step  which  was  subject  to  volitile  changes  (that  is,    step  4  to  step  5 
for  1973,    back  to  step  4  in  1975),    but  rather  was  designed  to  move  with 
movements  in  the  mean  step,    that  is,    the  average  step  in  the  federal  classi- 
fied sector.     We  were  told  that  in  the  future  major  adjustments  relative 
to  the  change  in  the  median  step  would  not  be  necessary  under  the  new 
system.      Further,    it  was  maintained  that  the  equity  which  would  be  pro- 
vided by  this  new  system  could  not  be  in  question.     Again,    the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Council  strongly  objected  to  both  the  argumentation  and 
the  conclusions,    but  unfortunately  in  our  reports  we    were  unable  to  win 
the  endorsement  of  other  groups  reviewing  the  decisions. 

Mean  and  Median  Step  Movements  -  197  5 

The  median  step  in  1975  returned  to  4,    so  that  given  the  old  methodology 
we  would  now  be  equating  pay  to  step  4.     The  average  step,    tnat  is  the  mean 
step,   has  reverted  to  4.62,    below  its  levels  for  1974,    1973,    1972,    1971,  1970,    and 
very  similar  to  that  registered  in  1969  (see  Table  V). 

Therefore,  any  fair-minded  individual  would  expect  that  the  size  of 
the  total  increase  produced  under  the  new  method  should  indeed  be  very 
similar  to  the  size  of  the  pay  increase  produced  under  the  old  system. 

To  repeat,    the  median  step  has  now  returned  to  4.      The  mean  step  has 
gone  to  a  lower  level  than  existed  three  years  before  the  Dual  Payline 
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TABLE  V 


Median,  Mean, 

and  Mean  Salary  Step 

1959 

-  1975 

Median 

Mean 

Mean  Salary 

Year 

Step 

Step 

Step 

1959 

4 

4.22 

* 

1960 

4 

4.19 

* 

1961 

4 

4.13 

4.09 

1962 

4 

4.05 

4.02 

1963 

4 

4.14 

4.30 

1964 

4 

4.38 

4.49 

1965 

4 

4.53 

4.63 

1966 

4 

4.44 

4.54 

1967 

4 

4.34 

4.51 

1968 

4 

4.31 

4.53 

1969 

4 

4.50 

4.69 

1970 

4 

4.63 

4.81 

1971 

4 

4.74 

4.85 

1972 

5 

4.94 

4.98 

1973 

5 

4.91 

4.94 

1974 

5 

4.74 

4.78 

1975 

4.62 

4.64 

*  Mean  Salary  Step  for  1959  and  1960  not  yet  computed. 

NOTE:     Data  is   as  of  June  30  in  each  year  1959  through 
1971   and  as  of  March   31   in  1972  through  1975. 
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14 
construct  was  adopted.     Therefore,    the  pay  increase  generated  by  the 
Dual  Payline  should  be  at  least  as  large,    perhaps  larger,    than  that  pro- 
duced by  the  old  system  and  used  consistently  in  the  years  1972,    1971, 
1970,   and  1969. 

In  fact,    this  has  not  happened.     The  Dual  Payline  construct  compar- 
ability is  found  to  be  1.4  percent  lower  than  would  be  the  corresponding 
pay  increase  generated  under  the  old  step  4  reference  technique  and  pay- 
line  construct. 

This  means  that  the  Dual  Payline,    for  no  apparent  reason  whatsoever, 
with  the  median  step  at  4  and  with  the  mean  step  lower  than  that  which 
existed  for  1970,   1971,   and  1972,    before  its  initiation,    is  costing  federal 
workers  1.4  percent  in  pay.     When  this  cost  is  combined  with  the  1.2  per- 
cent cost  for  1974  to  federal  workers  and  the  .  7  cost  to  federal  workers  in 
1973  it  generates  a  total  pay  decrease  of  3.  3  percent  in  the  past  three  years 
suffered  by  federal  classified  workers.      The  Council  strongly  objects  to 
this  as  unfair.     It  should  not  properly  be  within  the  concept  of  pay 
comparability. 

Restoration  of  Pay  Lost  to  Dual  Payline  Construct 

The  Council  noted  that  full  restoration  of  pay  lost  due  to  the  intro- 
duction of  the  Dual  Payline  would  require  a  payline  indicating  an  average 
increase  of  11.  9  percent  (see  Table  VI).     This  would  be  comprised  of  the 
Agents  findings  for  1975,    plus  the  1.  4  percent  to  be  lost  in  1975,    the  1.2 

percent  lost  in  1974,   and  the  0.7  percent  lost  in  1973.     The  payline  so  gener- 
ated would  provide  increases  of  12.  5  percent  at  GS-1,    12.  2  percent  at  GS-5, 
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12.  0  percent  at  GS-9,    decreasing  to  11.  3  percent  for  GS-15. 

If  the  same  methodology  that  was  used  from  1968  through  1972  were 
applied  and  no  retroactive  catch- up  was  provided  for,  a  payline  yielding 
an  average  increase  of  9.  98  percent  would  be  generated. 

Table  VII  presents  this  payline.     The  Council  strongly  recommends 
this  as   the  appropriate  pay  comparability  wage  adjustment.     It  would  pro- 
vide increases  of  10.  3  percent  at  GS-1,    10.2  percent  at  GS-5,    10.  1  percent 
at  GS-11,   decreasing  to  9.  9  percent  at  GS-15. 

The  Council  noted  that  the  many  weaknesses  and  flaws  demonstrated 
in  the  payline  generated  by  the  Dual  Payline  suggests  that  it  must  be 
abandoned. 

Since  a  major  review  of  pay  rate  determination  is  about  to  be  under- 
taken jointly  by  the  Agent  and  Council  a  temporary  return  to  the  previous 
pay  adjustment  technique,  a  technique  used  for  five  years,  seems  totally 
appropriate  and  justified.  The  payline  generated  using  this  long  standing 
pay  setting  method  yields  an  aggregate  global  pay  increase  and  pay  dis- 
tribution which  is  logically  consistent  with  the  PATC  raw  data  reported 
by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

The  Council  in  the  strongest  terms  urged  the   Agent  to  adopt  this  pay- 
line.      The  27.  7  slope  and  4th  Step  reference  point,    when  applied  to  this 
year's  data,    generates  an  aggregate  global  pay  increase  which  comes  close 
to  matching  the  inflation  rate  of  10.  3  percent  over  the  survey  period 
March,    1974  to  March,    1975.     Additionally,    and  most  importantly,    the 
pay  distribution  is  sound.     The  pay  distribution  by  slightly  favoring  the 
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lower  GS  grades  seems  to  appropriately  conform  to  the  raw  PATC  wage 
data  reported  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

PATC  Wage  Increases  by  Grade 

Table  VIII  presents  the  PATC  averages  by  grades  for  1974  and  1975. 
The  average  increase  recorded  for  GS-1  through  GS-5  was  9.42  percent, 
substantially  higher  than  the  9.03  percent  increase  for  GS-ll  through  GS-15. 
In  ordinal  ranking  the  first  seven  largest  increases  registered  included 
GS-1  through  GS-5  along  with  GS-14  and  GS-15.     Even  when  the  average 
for  reported  data  for  GS-1  through  GS-8  is  compared  with  the  reported  data 
for  GS-9  through  GS-15  the  same  relationship  holds,   with  the  lower  grades 
averaging  9.  05  percent  and  the  higher  grades  averaging  8.  93  percent. 

TABLE  VIII 
PATC  Averages  for  GS  Grade  Levels 
1974  and  1975 


GS 

Percent  increase 

grade 

1974 

1975 

1975  over  1974 

1 

$  5,376 

$      5,869 

9.17% 

2 

5,966 

6,  574 

10.19 

3 

7,  325 

7,  970 

8.81 

4 

8,689 

9,  464 

8.92 

5 

10,494 

11,  544 

10.  01 

6 

7 
8 
9 

12,375 

13,266 

7.20 

14,  196 

15,  39  1 

8.42 

10 

11 

17,  02  1 

18,488 

8.62 

12 

2  0,148 

21,768 

8.  04 

13 

24,  349 

26,451 

8.63 

14 

28,865 

31,  688 

9.78 

15 

34,708 

38,215 

10.  10 
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The  raw  PATC  data  listed  by  grade  certainly  suggest  a  pay 
increase  which  at  the  very  least  would  not  distribute  a  greater 
percentage  pay  increase  to  the  higher  GS  levels,  but  rather 
would  be  close  to  uniform  while  slightly  favoring  the  lower  GS 
grades . 

The  Council's  recommendation  closely  fits  the  above  require- 
ments.  The  Agents  payline  seems  to  create  a  serious  distortion 
of  the  pay  increase  distribution.   Indeed,  the  Agents  8.10%  -  9.99% 
payline*  was  seen  as  a  complete  inversion  of  the  expected  pay 
distribution. 
Distribution  of  Dual  Payline  Cost,  1973-1975 

Table  IX  shows  the  aggregate  cost  of  the  Dual  Payline  to 
workers  in  1973,  1974,  and  its  potential  cost  for  1975  summing  to 
3.3  percent.   In  addition,  this  table  shows  the  distribution  of 
the  aggregate  3.3  percent  cost  through  the  grades  GS-1  through  17, 
odd  grades.   Note  that  the  GS-1  worker  has  suffered  a  4.4  percent 
decrease  at  the  hands  of  the  Dual  Payline,  whereas  the  GS-11  worker 
has  suffered  only  a  3  percent  decrease  and  the  GS-17  employees 
incurred  a  decrease  of  only  1.1  percent. 

This  inequitable  distribution  of  the  effects  of  the  transition 
to  the  Dual  Payline  is  extremely  unfortunate  in  light  of  the  women 
and  the  minorities  that  are  represented  in  the  grades  which  have 
been  most  heavily  impacted. 

The  soaring  inflation  rates  plus  in  effect  continuing  v/age 
controls  for  federal  classified  workers  have  extracted  a  heavy  and 
unfair  burden  upon  the  federal  classified  employees.   The  further 
inequities  generated  by  a  statistical  technique  called  the  Dual 


* Agents  8.10%  -  9.99%  Payline  as  found  in  Appendix  A  of  this  report 
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TABLE  IX 
COST  TO  FEDERAL  WORKERS  OF  DUAL  PAYLINE  (%) 


Aggregate  Cost  of 

Total  Cost 

of 

1973 

1974 

1975 

Dual 

Payline  1973-75 

Dual  Pay line 

(%) 

.7% 

1.2% 

1.4% 

3.3% 

Dis 

tribution 

of  %  by 

GS  grade 

level 

GS-1 

.91 

1.35 

2.15 

4.4 

GS-3 

.86 

1.30 

1.97 

4.1 

GS-5 

.80 

1.25 

1.79 

3.8 

GS-7 

.75 

1.20 

1.59 

3.5 

GS-9 

.70 

1.16 

1.41 

3.3 

GS-11 

.64 

1.10 

1.21 

3.0 

GS-13 

.53 

1.00 

.82 

2.4 

GS-15 

.42 

.90 

.42 

1.8 

GS-17 

.30 

.79 

.02 

1.1 

Computed  by  comparison  to  increases  that  would  have  been 
granted  using  the  traditional  pay  setting  mechanism 
employed  from  1968  through  1972. 
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Payline  have  served  to  convert  a  very  bad  situation  into  a  crisis. 
The  3.3  percent  pay  increases  lost  by  federal  classified  employees 
came  when  record  inflation  called  for  larger,  not  smaller,  increases. 
Further,  the  distribution  of  this  wage  cut  fell  heavily  upon  the 
poor,  less  heavily  upon  the  more  able  to  withstand  its  burden. 

Perhaps  in  the  past  the  inequities  in  the  distribution  of  the 
global  pay  increase  under  the  Dual  Payline  was  not  obvious.   However 
in  the  Agents  proposed  payline  for  1975  this  inequity  and  lack  of 
conformity  to  the  data  is  readily  observable. 
Global  Pay  Increase  Distribution  -  1975 

The  distribution  of  the  global  pay  increase  produced  by  the 
Dual  Payline  was  reversed  from  its  proper  array.   It  represented 
an  inversion  of  a  proper  pay  distribution.   The  Council  noted  that 
the  following  facts  supported  this  conclusion: 

1)  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  its  official 
report  of  the  PATC  data  noted  that  the  aggregate 
global  increase  of  9  percent  was  divided  9.6 
percent  increase  for  clericals  and  8.3  percent 
increase  for  professionals. 

2)  The  raw  PATC  data  discussed  above  suggests  the 
Agents  payline  distribution  of  the  global 
increases  is  reversed,  an  inversion. 

The  data  is  clear,  it  is  unequivocal.   Using  historically 

statistical  techniques  verifies  the  proper  payline  distribution 

suggested  by  a  simply  "eye  balling"  of  the  raw  data.   The  inability 

of  the  Dual  Payline  to  reflect  the  BLS  data  at  the  appropriate  grade 

levels  when  allocating  the  global  pay  increase  is  an  obvious  and 

serious  flaw  in  its  usefulness  in  pay  setting. 
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Dual  Payline  Sensitivity  to  Data  Base 

The  Council  being  confronted  with  total  inflexibility 
relevant  to  the  size  of  the  global  increase  generated  by  the 
Dual  Payline  and  a  total  unwillingness  even  to  return  to 
traditionally  pay  setting  techniques ,  concentrated  its  effort 
on  the  obvious  inequitable  distribution  of  wage  increases 
generated  by  the  Agents  payline. 

In  the  past  and  presently,  the  PATC  survey  base  is  subject 
to  constant  change.   Such  changes  may  occur  because  of  additions 
or  deletions  in  the  "reportable"  data  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  collects.   In  addition,  maintenance  review  sessions 
can  lead  to  the  elimination  of  jobs  from  the  survey  base.   The 
Civil  Service  Commission  conducts  such  maintenance  reviews  annually 
of  the  continuing  appropriateness  of  the  application  of  the  BLS 
PATC  definitions  in  terms  of  their  counterpart  General  Schedule 
grade  level  classificat  on  standards.   Each  year  the  result  of 
such  reviews  can  contribute  to  data  base  changes. 

Additionally,  disputed  definitions  have  resulted  in  data 
base  changes.   In  1974,  the  Council  vigorously  disputed  the 
appropriateness  of  the  definitions  of  the  various  levels  of  the 
two  occupations  added  to  the  1974  survey — the  revised  Secretary 
definition  and  a  new  occupation,  Computer  Operator.   The  Agent 
and  the  Council  finally  agreed  to  submit  the  questions  of  the 
validities  and  appropriateness  of  the  definitions  to  a  third  party. 
It  was  proposed  that  this  third  party  be  the  President's  Advisory 
Committee  on  Federal  Pay.   They  also  agreed  to  omit  these  occupations 


261 


23 
from  the  survey  until  appropriate  definitions  are  validated. 
The  investigation  of  legal  considerations  has  delayed  the 
resolution  of  this  issue. 

In  sum,  such  changes  are  inherent  in  the  pay  comparability 
system.   They  are  a  natural  result  of  the  process. 

The  pay  determination  system  developed  must,  therefore,  be 
able  to  easily  adjust  to  such  changes  without  statistical  aber- 
rations or  inversions.   This  year,  for  instance,  Personnel 
Director  V  was  added  to  the  certifiable  PATC  occupation.   This 
addition,  or  similar  ones  would  most  certainly  raise  or  lower 
the  pay  increase  by  .1  percent  or  .2  percent,  or  perhaps  even 
more.   Such  happenings  are  to  be  expected,  they  are  part  of 
the  comparability  system. 

However,  the  Dual  Payline  construct,  designed  to  provide 
stability  of  the  aggregate  global  increase,  in  the  face  of 
radical  movements  in  the  median  stepf  has  created  a  devastating 
new  instability  in  the  pay  distribution. 
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The  same  .1  percent  or  .2  percent  aggregate  pay  movements 
to  be  expected  from  data  base  changes  can,  and  do,  also  pro- 
duce perhaps  .1  or  .2  or  larger  changes  in  the  slope  of  the 
best  fit  line.   The  result  is  radically  changing  patterns  in 
the  distribution  of  the  aggregate  pay  increases.   The  Agents 
proposed  payline  for  1975  was  so  sensitive  and  radically 
affected  that  it  produced  an  inversion,  a  reversal  of  the 
payline  distribution. 

Perhaps  if  Director  of  Personnel  V  had  not  entered  the 
reported  survey  data  for  1975  the  payline  slope  would  have  been 
28.2  instead  of  28.4.   If  so,  the  pay  increase  would  have  been 
uniform.   If  this  job  in  combination  with  the  other  changes  in 
the  reported  and  certified  BLS  survey  data  had  a  . 3%  decrease 
in  the  slope,  then  the  payline  would  have  given  larger  percentage 
increases  to  the  low  level  workers  and  lesser  percentage 
increases  to  the  higher  GS  level  employees.   Hence  a  distribu- 
tional pattern  exactly  opposite  the  Agents  proposal  and  more 
in  line  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  release  and  raw 
PATC  data  would  have  resulted. 

The  Council  strongly  argues  that  this  distributional 
instability  generated  by  the  Dual  Payline  is  intolerable. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  adopt  a  new  system  ostensibly 
designed  to  produce  more  stability  in  a  basically  stable 
global  increase  pattern;  if  that  system  concurrently  generates 
an  overriding  instability  in  the  distribution  of  pay  increases. 
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The  Agents  payline  varying  from  8.10  percent  for  GS-1 
to  9.99  percent  for  GS-18  represents  a  1.89  percent  distribu- 
tional change.   This  is  equal  to  almost  two- thirds  of  the  size 
of  a  step  change.   That  is,  the  instablility  of  the  Dual 
Payline 's  ability  to  properly  allocate  pay  increases  by  grade 
outweighs   any  alleged  possible  gains  in  the  aggregate 
stability.   This  fatal  flaw  in  the  Dual  Payline  is  inherent  in 
its  construct. 

The  Council  rejects  the  Dual  Payline  construct  on  this 
additional  basis  of  its  failure  to  provide  stability  in 
the  distribution  of  pay  adjustments  and  again  calls  on  the 
Agent  to  abandon  it  for  the  future. 

Council  Compromise  Recommendation 

The  Council  being  confronted  by  the  Agents'  total 
inflexibility  relative  to  the  global  size  of  the  aggregate 
pay  increase  generated  by  the  Dual  Payline,  urged  that  at 
least  the  distributional  flaw  of  the  Dual  Payline  be  discarded 
and  that  pending  an  indepth  study  of  new  pay  rate  determina- 
tion methodologies,  a  uniform  pay  increase  be  granted  for 
1975. 

In  this  recommendation,  the  Council  in  no  way  relented 
on  its  long  standing  opposition  to  the  validity  of  the 
global  increases  and  distribution  by  grade  generated  by  the 
Dual  Payline. 
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The  Council  pledged  to  continue  its  argumentation  against 
the  Dual  Payline  before  the  President's  Advisory  Committee 
and  the  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation,  chaired  by 
Vice  President  Rockefeller. 

A  Final  Clarification 

While  continuing  its  opposition  to  the  Dual  Payline,  the 
Council  wishes  to  note  that  the  payline  presented  by  the  Agent 
was  drawn  consistent  with  the  practices   and  methodology  of 
the  Dual  Payline  construct.   However,  the  continued  use  by 
the  Agent,  in  a  desire  for  consistency  of  a  construct 
improperly  conceived  methodologically,  and  overly  sensitive 
statistically  to  a  highly  changing  data  base,  produced  an 
emperically  erroneous  payline. 

Further,  the  1.4  percent  pay  loss  suffered  by  federal 
classified  workers,  when  the  median  step  reverted  to  4  and 
the  mean  step  back  to  4.62,  suggested  that  this  new  payline 
technique,  when  adopted  back  in  1973,  was  knowingly  designed 
to  cut  down  on  the  future  salary  increases  that  would  have 
been  fairly  generated  by  comparability  in  its  absence. 
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Sincerely, 


v^^ce 


Vincent  Connery 
President,  National 
Treasury  Employees  Union 


S  Richard  Galleher 

r  Economist.  AFL-CIO 


\ii 


^ch.'M  //  j.jUk. 


Clyde  M.   Webber 

President,  American  Federation  of 

Government  Employees 


Dennis  Garrison 
Executive  Vice  I{/esH 
American  Federation  of 
Government  Employees 


UJt6u^J€ 


Nathan  Wolkomir 

President,   National  Federation  of 

Federal  Employees 


Appendix  C 

Views  and  Recommendations  of  Employee  Organizations 
Not  Represented  on  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council 
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AMERICAN    OPTOMETRIC    ASSOCIATION 


WASHINGTON  OFFICE 

1730   M  STREET,   N.W. 

WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20036 

202-833-9690 


July  11,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mellor 

Acting  Chief 

Pay  and  Policy  Division 

United  States  Civil  Service  Commission 

1900  E  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.   20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

The  American  Optometric  Association  is  most  grateful  for  the 
opportunity  afforded  us  to  comment  on  compensation  for  Federal 
employees  based  on  the  principle  of  comparability  with  the 
private  sector. 

The  occupations  within  the  private  sector  which  were  surveyed 
to  establish  comparability  have  no  relation  to  the  field  of 
optometry  or  any  other  health  profession.   We  recommend  that 
the  conclusions  of  the  survey  of  a  few  unrelated  professions 
be  re-evaluated.   It  is  important  that  in  order  to  assure 
equitable  treatment  for  our  members,  the  Association  strongly 
recommends  a  re-study  of  this  issue. 

In  June  1972,  and  again  in  August  1974,  the  Association  went 
on  record  with  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  as 
being  dissatisfied  with  the  evaluation  of  optometric  positions 
within  the  Federal  structure.   Both  entry  levels  and  advance- 
ment opportunities  continue  to  be  limited  and  inferior  to  those 
of  other  direct  patient  care  health  professionals  who  are  under 
the  General  Schedule  structure.   The  comparability  and  equity 
sought  by  this  Association  continues  to  be  exacerbated  by  the 
non-  recognition  and  the  lack  of  appreciation  of  the  Doctor  of 
Optometry  degree.   The  optometry  curriculum  is  composed  of  four 
years  of  study  in  biology,  physiology,  psychology,  and  vision 
science . 

The  Doctor  of  Optometry (O.D. )  may  expect  considerably  more 
income  in  the  first  years  of  private  practice  than  in  the 
Federal  sector.   The  distortion  that  the  computations  are 
based  upon  for  pay  comparability  and  resulting  problems  becomes 
even  more  acute  at  the  median  levels.   The  skew  becomes  most 
evident  at  the  senior  levels.   An  optometrist,  in  the  private 
sector,  who  has  been  practicing  over  twenty (20)  years,  may  ex- 
pect an  income  661  higher  than  the  government  optometrist. 
This  discrepancy  is  obvious  and  horrendous. 
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Therefore,  we  recommend  that  a  thorough  evaluation  be  conduc- 
ted regarding  optometric  positions  (GS-662)  in  the  Federal 
service,  to  also  include  those  within  the  Veterans  Administra- 
tion to  discern  the  present  condition  of  prevailing  pay  levels 
in  the  various  sectors. 

The  American  Optometric  Association  will  be  happy  to  provide 
further  data  and  any  assistance  that  may  be  desired  by  the 
President's  agent  in  order  to  approach  some  of  the  basic  pro- 
blems of  salary  comparability  that  we  have  been  able  to  allude 
to  only  briefly. 

Cordially, 


QoaVwJ^Sx).  GWah 


Richard  W.  Averill 
Director 
Washington  Office 


RWA/L.Vasseur 
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ASSOCIATION  OF  CIVILIAN  TECHNICIANS 


President  Secretary 

VINCENT  J.  PATERNO  DONALD  E.  BEAN 

348A  Hungerford  Cojuct  319  Doyleson  Ave. 

Rockville,  MD    20850  Endwell,  N.Y.    13760 

July  17,  1975 

President's  Agent 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  'E'  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20415 

Attn:  Mr.  Raymond  Jacobson 

Dear  Sir; 

In  the  report  to  the  President  on  pay  comparability 
it  is  requested  that  the  following  considerations  be 
included: 

As  a  general  statement  I  can  agree  to  the  single 
percentage  rise  to  the  grade  structure  and  only  differ 
in  the  amount.  It  would  appear  that  a  straight  nine 
percent  {9%)    would  have  more  closely  approximated  the 
B.L.S.  figures  that  were  supplied. 

As  stated  at  the  meeting  on  July  8th  I  do  feel  that 
the  time  lag  from  the  close  of  data  collection  until  the 
effective  date  of  the  pay  raise  -  now  six  months  -  needs 
a  remedial  application  of  an  add  on  to  close  the  gap  and 
to  approximate  comparability  within  a  shorter  time  span. 
It  would  seem  consistent  with  economic  data  to  add  one 
fourth  of  the  twelve  month  compilation  and  thus  provide 
an  additional  2.25  percent  to  the  9  percent  B.L.S. 
figure.  Phis  would  mean  a  total  across  the  board  raise 
of  11.25  percent,  or  if  the  reduced  8.66  percent  figure 
holds,  a  raise  of  10.91  percent. 

The  beneficial  aspects  of  this  approach  can  be  seen 
if  one  can  conclude  that  a  reduction  in  the  time  lag  of 
three  months  is  desirable  and  closer  to  the  comparability 
intent.  Further,  if  the  inflationary  spiral  has  slowed 
and  economic  stability  is  approaching,  then  the  next 
raise  would  not  present  as  large  a  percentile  figure. 

The  President  should  also  consider  alternatives 
such  as  cost  of  living  adjustments  quarterly  to  keep  the 
increases  on  a  pay  as  you  go  basis  and  reduce  large  scale 
single  raise  impacts.  The  present  system  is  unfair  to  the 

^  % 
<$>  '>y 

DEDICATION 


271 


(2) 


employees  needing  the  money  to  keep  households  intact  and 
was  designed  when  yearly  raises  adjusted  small  imbalances 
more  rationally. 

Federal  employment  as  a  total  percentage  of  the 
working  force  has  diminished  steadily.  The  employees  on 
board  deserve  proper  compensation  for  the  absorption  of 
more  work  individually. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Vincent  J.  Paterno 
President,  A.C.T. 
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July  14,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mel lor 

Acting  Chief,  Pay  Policy  Division 
U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.   20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

The  Association  of  Government  Accountants  (formerly 
the  Federal  Government  Accountants  Association)  appreci- 
ates the  opportunity  to  present  its  views  on  the  General 
Schedule  Pay  Rates  which  you  propose  to  recommend  to  pro- 
vide comparability  with  1975  private  enterprise  pay. 

The  AGA  is  a  professional  association  of  over  8,700 
members  in  70  chapters  throughout  the  world  dedicated  to 
sound  financial  management  in  all  levels  of  Government. 
We  fully  support  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act,  and 
believe  that  comparability,  within  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  Act,  will  enable  the  Government  to  obtain  and  retain 
quality  financial  management  personnel  to  account  to  the 
public.   Our  paramount  interest  in  reviewing  the  proposed 
rates  was  to  determine  whether  the  rates  were  equitably 
developed  for  accountants  and  auditors. 

In  commenting  on  proposals  in  prior  years,  we  have 
consistently  pointed  out  that  available  evidence  indicates 
financial  managers'  salaries  in  Government  were  lower  than 
their  counterparts  in  the  private  sector  for  similar  work 
due  to  certain  omissions  in  the  statistical  data  base  used 
for  comparing  public  and  private  sector  financial  manage- 
ment salaries.   Some  of  these  omissions  still  persist. 

For  example,  the  U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission's 
statistics  exclude  a  field  of  accounting  and  auditing  as 
well  as  a  class  of  financial  executives  that  are  substantial 
in  numbers  and  contribute  most  to  the  widening  salary  spread 
between  Government  and  private  enterprise.   Yet,  their 
specific  activities  and  responsibilities  are  substantially 
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the  same  as  Government  accountants  and  auditors .   We  refer  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  entire  public  accounting  profession  and 
of  industry  financial  executive  positions  whose  titles  do  not 
include  the  words  "accountant"  or  "auditor"  (e.g.,  Vice 
President  of  Finance,  Financial  Officer,  Treasurer,  Comptroller, 
etc. )  . 

During  the  last  few  years  as  the  national  economy  has 
grown,  public  accounting  firms  have  been  engaging  more  and 
more  in  services  that  are  almost  identical  with  Government 
accounting  and  auditing  work.   In  fact,  the  tremendous  accel- 
eration of  Government  activities,  grants  and  contracts  which 
traditionally  required  Federal  accounting  and  auditing  perform- 
ance, have  created  the  need  for  the  Federal  Government  to  rely 
in  great  degree  upon  contracted  work  done  by  public  accountants 
retained  by  a  grantee,  contractor  or  Governmental  organizations. 

In  light  of  such  unquestioned  work  comparability,  the 
exclusion  of  public  accounting  firms  from  the  USCSC's  data  is 
not,  in  our  opinion,  justifiable.   Generally,  the  salaries  paid 
by  public  accounting  firms  exceed  the  private  enterprise 
salaries  shown  in  the  statistics  used  by  USCSC . 

As  regards  private  industry,  most  industrial  financial 
executives  who  are  the  counterparts  of  Government  financial 
management  executives,  have  titles  which  do  not  specifically 
include  accountant  or  auditor  (e.g.,  Vice  President  of  Finance, 
Financial  Officer,  Treasurer,  Comptroller,  etc.).   It  is  common 
knowledge  that  their  salaries,  exclusive  of  related  fringe 
benefits  (e.g.,  stock  options,  bonuses,  company  automobiles, 
and  expense  accounts)  are  among  the  highest  in  the  industrial 
salary  structure.   Since  the  technical  responsibilities  of 
these  industrial  financial  executives  are  not  greatly  different 
from  the  Government's  financial  management  executives,  the 
omission  of  their  salaries  from  the  data  base  adversely  affects 
comparability. 

The  USCSC  has  also  inappropriately  limited  its  data  to 
lower  salary  levels  in  significant  areas.   For  example,  this 
year's  comparability  statistics  indicate  that  the  highest 
comparable  average  annual  salary  for  auditors  and  accountants 
in  private  enterprise  were  $18,800  and  $32,094,  respectively. 
Since  these  salary  rates  are  equivalent  to  a  GS-11  auditor  and 
GS-14  accountant,  USCSC's  data  has  unfairly  excluded  private 
sector  salaries  applicable  to  the  entire  group  of  middle- 
management  and  top  management  accountants  and  auditors .   No 


-  2  - 


274 


recognition  has  apparently  been  given  to  the  highest  private 
enterprise  salary  rates  comparable  to  the  GS-15  through  GS-18 
accountant  and  auditor  positions  which  include  the  same 
responsibilities  for  providing  professional  leadership, 
direction  and  supervision  of  broad  and  comprehensive  audit 
and  accounting  programs . 

Even  if  given  maximum  consideration,  we  recognize  that 
the  above  comments  applicable  to  financial  managers,  could 
have  little  effect  upon  the  overall  Federal  salary  schedules . 
We  believe,  therefore,  that  a  need  exists  for  more  realistic 
salary  data  to  be  developed  and  used  for  professionals. 

As  a  collateral  matter,  special  administrative  or 
legislative  relief  should  be  aggressively  pursued  for  super 
grade  salaries  which  have  been  frozen  at  $36,000  for  the  past 
five  years.   The  salary  compression  presently  being  experienced 
at  the  super-grade  levels  are  impacting  upon  the  middle  manage- 
ment grades  (for  example,  at  the  presently  proposed  pay  scales, 
this  would  be  at  the  GS-14  level)  and  are  negating  the  present 
efforts  to  achieve  salary  comparability  where  the  greatest 
disparities  exist.   It  is  indeed  shortsighted  to  achieve 
comparability  at  lower  grades  of  a  professional  series  only  to 
hasten  the  day  when  those  of  greatest  competence  must  leave 
the  Government  to  find  the  pay  comparability  that  the  law 
intended  within  the  Federal  service. 

We  are  happy  to  note  that  you  have  revised  the  method  of 
computing  salary  comparability.   The  new  method  compares  the 
true  average  salaries—both  in  the  private  sector  and  in  the 
Federal  Government .   As  we  commented  in  prior  years ,  the  prior 
method  of  using  the  fourth  step  of  the  GS  pay  scale  as  the 
comparability  rate,  was  seriously  affecting  the  hiring  of 
qualified  young  accountants  and  auditors  for  Government.   We 
believe  that  the  new  method  should  help  alleviate  this  situation 

The  Association  of  Government  Accountants  will  be  happy 
to  provide  further  data  and  assistance  that  may  be  desired  to 
help  attract  and  retain  the  best  qualified  financial  management 
personnel  for  the  Federal  Service. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Chris  S .  Peratino 
National  President 


-  3  - 


275 


ASSOCIATION  OF  SENIOR   ENGINEERS 

OF    THE     NAVAL    SHIP    SYSTEMS     COMMAND 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE:  NAVY     -     WASHINGTON,   D.   C.   2036Q 


14  July  1975 


Mr.  Frank  S.  Mellor 
Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.W. 
Washington.  D.C.  20415 

Dear  Mr*  Mellor, 

We  have  three  (3)  points  which  we  as  professionals  wish  to 
empasize  to  the  President's  Pay  Agent.  In  response  to  the 
Meetings  we  had  with  the  Pay  Agent  on  June  27th  and  July  8th, 
1975  the  following  points  are  made  for  the  record. 

Point  #1.  We  support  the  Pay  Agents  proposed  Payline 

oonoept  presented  on  July  8th,  especially  the 
column  for  differences  between  PATC  &  GS  Payline 
for  each  GS  grade  levels  as  described  in  Table 
3.  The  method  as  described  on  July  8th  is  pro- 
ceeding toward  the  goal  of  true  comparability  for 
each  individual  grade  level,  and  we  endorse  this 
concept  and  recommendation. 

Point  #2.  We  believe  that  the  Maroh  PATC  average  salaries 
should  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  Industrial 
average  salaries  of  October  so  that  an  October 
PATC  Payline  can  be  developed  (estimated).  A  GS 
Payline  for  October  oan  than  be  developed  based 
on  the  PATC  October  Payline  for  a  true  pay  com- 
parability for  Government  employees. 

Point  #3.  We  endorse  this  year's  polioy  of  Inviting  ASE  and 
NPPO  for  an  early  review  of  the  Pay  Agents  recom- 
mendation to  the  President.  We  also  endorse  the 
early  completion  of  the  BLS  survey  enabling  us  to 
review  the  Fay  Agents  recommendation  prior  to  pre- 
sentation to  the  President. 

If  further  information  is  required,  please  contact:  Mr.  Wayn  A. 
Nagel,  OX  2-8097  or  Mr.  Larry  Fischer,  436-2015. 


Since rel 


Robert  Carogerro 
President  AisE 


Tenth  Annual  Technical  Symposium  -  March  23,   1973 


276 


FEDERAL  BAR  ASSOCIATION  **«•— 

1     l-^,-,  "   »■-      "-"  »'  ■      '  tV-»WWV-M/   »  I    IVI  *  1815  H  STREET,  N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20006 


July  15,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  S.  Mellor 
U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20415 


Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 


The  Federal  Bar  Association  appreciates  the  opportunity 
afforded  it  by  the  Bureau  of  Policies  and  Standards  to  comment 
on  the  proposed  pay  rates  to  be  recommended  by  the  President's 
Agent  to  the  President  under  the  pay  comparability  system  as 
presently  developed.   While  we  have  been  advised  that  the 
recommended  pay  levels  originally  circulated  to  us  have  been 
somewhat  modified,  as  the  revised  rates  are  not  currently 
available  to  us  our  comments  will  be  based  upon  the  originally 
circulated  recommendations. 

Unfortunately  as  has  been  noted  in  previous  comments 
on  this  subject  made  by  this  Association  to  Chairman  Robert  E. 
Hampton  in  letters  dated  April  26,  1972,  August  16,  1972, 
August  23,  1973,  and  August  23,  1974,  the  existing  comparability 
process  does  not  work  well  o,r  provide  an  equitable  result  for 
the  Federally  employed  attorney. 

The  inequities  of  the  past  have  been  magnified  by 
the  present  proposals.   For  example,  at  the  entrance  level 
attorneys  are  recruited  at  grades  GS-9  or  GS-11  depending 
upon  the  law  school  achievements  of  the  individual  applicants. 
Under  normal  circumstances  grade  advancement  from  the  entrance 
level  takes  place  shortly  after  completing  one  year  of  Federal 
service.   With  the  pay  line  based  on  the  average  private 
enterprise  salary  for  comparably- rated  occupations  at  these 
levels  set  approximately  at  step  4  whereas  the  entrance 
level  for  all  employees  is  presumed  to  be  at  step  1,  pay 
comparability  is  not  available  to  entering  level  attorneys 
under  the  presently  drafted  proposals.   Thus  the  pending 
proposal  fails  to  provide  pay  comparability  to  the  entering 
level  attorney.   Specifically  the  private  enterprise  rate 
for  Attorney  1  (equivalent  to  GS-9;  is  computed  to  be 
$15,220,  whereas  the  proposed  pay  rate  for  step  1  of  GS-9  is 
$13,958,  approximately  $1,500  below  the  comparable  figure. 
The  private  enterprise  rate  for  Attorney  11  (equivalent  to 
GS-11)  is  computed  to  be  $17,757,  whereas  the  proposed  pay  rate 
for  step  1  of  GS-11  is  $16,852,  approximately  $900  below  the 
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comparability  figure.   When  it  is  recognized  that  an  entering 
level  attorney  should  not  expect  to  reach  step  4  of  GS-9  or 
GS-11  if  reasonable  progress  is  being  made  in  his  or  her 
career  in  government,  it  becomes  obvious  that  pay  comparability 
at  this  level  is  not  available  to  members  of  the  legal 
profession. 

The  situation  does  not  improve  when  the  intermediate 
or  journeyman  levels  of  GS-13  and  GS-14  (corresponding  to 
private  enterprise  designations  of  Attorney  IV  and  Attorney  V) 
are  examined  in  light  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  PATC 
survey  at  the  recommended  step  4  level.   While  the  recommended 
step  4  GS-13  salary  calls  for  $26,200,  the  comparable  average 
private  enterprise  rate  was  computed  at  $28,159,  approximately 
$2,000  more  than  the  supposedly  comparable  government  rate.   At 
GS-14  the  step  4  salary  is  recommended  at  $30,766  or  approxi- 
mately $3,300  below  the  comparable  private  enterprise  rate  of 
$34,040. 

Without  further  comment  at  this  time  on  the  arbitrary 
$36,000  maximum  salary  available  to  career  government  employee, 
turning  to  the  senior  attorney  level  of  GS-15  (corresponding 
to  the  Attorney  VI  of  the  PATC  survey)  it  appears  that  the 
recommended  step  4  salary  rate  of  $35,915  is  fully  $5,100 
below  the  computed  comparable  private  enterprise  salary  of 
$41,046. 

The  monetary  inequities  which  must  be  borne  by  the 
Federally-employed  attorney  under  the  comparability  system  as 
presently  developed  have  an  additional  effect  of  distorting 
through  overstatement  the  results  of  the  PATC  survey.   Thus, 
by  including  privately  employed  attorneys  in  the  development 
of  the  average  private  enterprise  salary  equivalent  to  grades 
GS-13,  GS-14  and  GS-15,  the  resulting  average  salary  levels 
are  overstated  by  $427,  $589  and  $944,  respectively. 

It  would  appear  that  insofar  as  Government  attorneys 
are  concerned,  the  present  system  for  determining  pay  comparability 
provides  nothing  but  distortive  and  inequitable  results.   It  is 
also  clear  that  this  unhappy  situation  can  only  be  remedied  by 
the  establishment  of  a  separate  pay  scale  for  attorneys  as  was 
recommended  by  the  "Oliver"  Report. 

We  are  most  grateful  for  this  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  proposed  General  Schedule  increases  and  stand  ready  to 
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assist  in  any  new  effort  which  might  be  undertaken  to  achieve 
pay  comparability  for  attorneys  in  the  Federal  service. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fritz  R.  Kahn 

Chairman,  Council  on 

the  Federal  Lawyer 
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THE  FEDERAL  PROFESSIONAL  ASSOCIATION 

8?4  C010RAD0  BUILDING       •      1341  G  STREET     N  W.  WASHINGTON.  0  C   20005    (202)783  236? 

July  11,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mellor,  Acting  Chief 
Pay  Comparability  Branch 
Civil  Service  Commission 
Washington,  D.C0  20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  tentative  Federal 
salary  adjustment  proposed  by  the  President's  Agent « 

Since  this  salary  schedule  has  been  developed  using  methodology  established 
in  previous  years,  there  is  little  reason  for  extensive  criticism,.   Within 
the  framework  of  the  methods  in  use,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  treatment 
is  sound  and  that  the  resulting  pay  adjustment  is  reasonably  compatible 
with  the  principle  of  comparability.  We  urge  that  the  President  accept 
this  proposal  and  allow  the  adjustment  to  become  effective  in  October. 

At  the  CSC  briefing  session  the  proposal  was  advanced  by  a  union  repre- 
sentative that  a  flat  percentage  increase  at  all  grades  be  substituted 
for  the  graduated  increases  found  in  the  Agent's  proposal.  We  can  find 
no  valid  basis  for  such  tampering  with  the  results  of  the  objectively 
determined  amounts „ 

While  we  find  the  Agent's  proposal  acceptable  under  the  existing  laws  and 
procedures,  we  nevertheless  need  to  point  out  some  continuing  shortcomings. 
The  most  obvious  is  the  arbitrary  $36,000  ceiling  on  classified  pay,  which 
is  having  a  devastating  effect  on  recruitment  and  retention  of  Federal 
managers  and  specialists  in  many  areas,,  Although  we  realize  it  is  not 
within  the  power  of  the  President's  Agent  to  alter  this  aspect  of  the  salary 
schedule,  we  feel  compelled  to  once  again  draw  attention  to  the  problem, 
and  we  shall  have  further  comments  to  offer  to  the  President's  Panel  on 
Federal  Compensation. 

We  also  continue  to  be  distressed  by  the  time  lag  in  implementing  compara- 
bility adjustments.  Under  the  present  system  there  is  a  full  year  lag — 
six  months  between  survey  and  adjustment  and  an  average  of  six  months  more 
during  which  salaries  in  the  private  sector  continue  to  rise.  We  applaud 
your  efforts  to  reduce  the  time  lag  by  speeding  up  the  BLS  survey,  but 
we  think  that  an  equitable  means  of  extrapolating  the  survey  results  can 
and  should  be  developed. 

We  were  delighted  by  your  successful  efforts  to  accelerate  the  whole  pay 
revision  process  this  year,  and  we  especially  appreciate  the  institution 
of  the  two  meetings  with  employee  organizations.  We  hope  that  you  will 
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continue  this  dialogue  during  the  fall  and  winter  in  order  to  discuss  with 
us  many  of  the  very  interesting  and  important  research  projects  now  being 
carried  out  by  your  Branch.   Certainly  that  would  be  the  best  time  for 
exploring  innovative  procedures  in  an  atmosphere  less  frantic  than  that 
during  an  impending  pay  adjustment. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Edwin  D.  Becker 
Vice-President 
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Mr.  Frank  Mellor 

Acting  Chief 

Pay  Policy  Division 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission 

Washington,  D.  C.   20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  communication,  and  to  the  recent 
meetings  which  were  conducted,  to  advise  employee  organizations 
of  the  complex  issues  involved  in  the  payline  computation  process, 
which  is  being  used  in  connection  with  the  Federal  pay  compara- 
bility system. 

The  National  Alliance  of  Postal  and  Federal  Employees  endorses 
the  basic  new  method  that  is  being  used  to  arrive  at  a  compara- 
bility pay  formula  for  Federal  Employees.   The  decision  to  shift 
the  new  method  over  a  three  year  period  is  also  commendable.   How- 
ever, we  do  feel  that  consideration  should  be  given  to  other  factors 
which  also  affects  the  total  economic  status  of  Federal  Employees. 
For  example: 

1.  Fringe  benefits  should  be  considered  along  with  actual 
pay,  in  determining  permanent  pay  scales. 

2.  Geographic  location  should  not  be  a  considering  factor  in 
determing  permanent  salaries,  however,  temporary  cost  of 
living  salary  scales  should  be  established  on  a  sliding  scale 
basis.   This  would  preserve  the  basic  principle  of  "equal  work 
for  equal  pay",  while  at  the  same  time  meet  the  standards 
established  by  the  comparability  principles. 
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We  also  approve  of  the  decision  to  recommend  a  flat  8.66 
across  the  board  pay  increase,  rather  than  a  sliding  scale 
increase.   In  addition,  we  feel  that  a  recommendation  should  be 
made  to  provide  "temporary  cost  of  living  increases",  above  the 
proposed  8.6  6  percent,  for  Federal  Employees  in  high  living  cost 
areas  throughout  the  country. 

Remember,  merchants  never  bother  to  ask  people  where  they 
work,  prevailing  prices  are  uniformly  applied. 

We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views 
on  the  comparability  pay  question. 

Sincerely , 

Robert  L.  White 
National  President 

RLW: jhg 
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.,_  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

*  13-4-1     G     STREET    N.W..  WA  SHINGTON      DC     2000E6 

July  15,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mellor 

Acting  Chief,  Pay  Policy 

Division 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20415 


Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

The  National  Association  of  Government  Employees 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  Survey  of  private  industry  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
proposal  regarding  pay  comparability  between  the  public  and 
private  sector.   The  NAGE  would  also  like  to  thank  the 
representatives  of  the  President's  Agent  for  holding  the  two 
briefings,  where  the  process  of  pay  comparability  was  outlined. 

At  this  time  we  wish  to  assure  the  agent  of  our  belief 
in  the  principle  of  comparability.   We  know  the  system  in 
theory  to  be  sound,  and  best  offers  a  method  of  providing 
equity  for  Federal  Employees.   However,  while  our  confidence 
in  the  principle  of  comparability  remains  unshaken,  we  are 
concerned  about  the  actual  procedures  used  to  achieve 
comparability.   It  is  here,  in  the  interpretation  of  the  policy 
into  action  that  the  problems  occur. 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  application  of  the  Dual 
Payline  methodology.   We  have  continuously  raised  objections 
to  this  average  salary  reference  point  technique,  yet  our 
arguments  have  gone  unheeded.   The  NAGE  believes  it  is  of 
the  utmost  urgency  that  the  Dual  Payline  methodology  be 
abandoned,  for  with  its  implementation  the  integrity  of  the 
comparability  process  has  been  eroded. 

For  example,  in  this  years  computation  we  look  at  the 
proposed  difference  between  the  PATC  and  G.S.  paylines,  which 
ranges  from  8 .  1056  at  G.S.  1  to  9 .  99%  at  G.S.  18.   While  this 
range  does  not  concur  with  the  law's  policy  "that  pay  distinctions 
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be  maintained  in  accordance  with  performance  distinction",  it 
also  neglects  the  facts  presented  by  the  data.   Notably,  the 
PATC  data  shows  that  many  of  the  lower  grades  received  higher 
pay  adjustments  than  would  be  received  by  the  Agents  payline . 
The  percent  change  from  March  1974  to  March  1975  shows  the 
following  changes:   Messenger  GS.l  -  10.1%;  file  clerk  II, 
GS.2  -  10.6%;  typist  II,  GS.3  -  10.4%.   However,  the  Agents 
payline  provides  an  inverse  relationship  to  the  PATC  data, 
providing  smaller  increases  for  the  lower  grades  and  larger 
percent  increases  for  the  higher  grades.   The  propsed  payline 
is  not  reflective  of  the  PATC  data. 

We  were  informed  that  a  last  minute  decision  was  made  where 
there  would  be  a  constant  differential  throughout  the  General 
Schedule  of  8.6%.   While  we  applaud  this  action,  we  cannot 
help  but  wonder  why  the  Dual  payline  method  provided  an  inverse 
payline  to  the  PATC  data. 

Last  minute  decisions  like  the  above  will  continually 
occur  as  long  as  the  manipulable  Dual  Payline  methodology 
remains.   Last  year  a  similar  decision  had  to  be  made  with  the 
exclusion  of  two  occupations  because  to  include  the  two  would 
have  severly  depressed  the  payline.   NAGE  maintains  that  an 
objective  system  must  be  developed,  which  cannot  be  manipulated 
by  arbitrary  actions. 

Therefore,  we  wish  to  go  on  record,  as  stating,  that  the 
8.6%  pay  adjustment  as  proposed  by  the  Agent  is  nothing  more 
than  the  minimum  amount  accepatble  and  that  the  former  Step 
Four  reference  point  technique  should  have  been  maintained 
which  would  have  provided  a  rate  which  would  have  been  more 
in  accordance  with  the  private  sector,  and  therfore,  more 
consistant  with  the  principle  of  comparability. 

Though  a  study  has  been  undertaken  concerning  the  time 
lag  problem,  we  have  not  seen  any  plausibe  recommendations 
which  would  alleviate  the  problem.   A  process  must  be  consumated 
which  would  compensate  the  Federal  Employee  for  the  six  month 
delay.   NAGE  proses  that  the  pay  adjustment  should  be  escalated 
by  the  percent  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  from  March 
to  October. 

The  Agent  requests  that  position  papers  be  formed  on  the 
basis  of  two  briefings.  While  we  realize  that  these  meetings 
present  a  movement  in  the  right  direction,  NAGE  believes  more 
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information  should  be  available  to  the  unions  not  represented 
on  the  Pay  Council.   If  responsible  viewpoints  are  expected 
information  must  be  available  to  allow  for  meaningful  input. 
We  especially  would  like  to  see  a  form  of  the  Agents  draft 
report  made  available  to  the  unions.   This  would  allow  more 
substantial  recommendations  to  be  made  on  the  draft  report, 
before  the  final  report  is  given  to  the  Advisory  Committee. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments. 

Sincerely , 


0 

Alan  J.  Whitney 
Executive  Vice  President 


-371  O  -  76  -  19 
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NATIONAL  FEDERATION  OF 
PROFESSIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS 
1225  Connecticut  Avenue,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20036 


July  14,    1975 

Mr.  Frank  S.  Mellor 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.  C.   20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellor: 

These  are  our  comments  with  respect  to  the  computation  of  recommended  Gen- 
eral Schedule  pay  rates  to  achieve  comparability  with  19  75  private  enterprise 
pay,  submitted  to  our  organization  and  others  at  a  meeting  at  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  on  Tuesday,  July  8. 

We  have  one  criticism  of  the  recommended  rates.  This  arises  from  the  use 
of  an  average  salary  pay  line,  rather  than  the  use  of  the  specific  lag  that 
exists  in  each  GS  grade.   The  use  of  an  average  pay  line  tends  to  overcorapen- 
sate  Federal  employees  in  the  lower  grades,  and  to  undercompensate  employees 
in  the  higher  grades.   Thus,  true  comparability  is  not  achieved. 

We  have  since  been  informed  that  the  Pay  Agent  intends  to  recommend  that 
one  uniform  pay  increase  of  8.66%  be  used,  rather  than  the  difference  between 
the  PATC  and  GS  pay  lines.   This  intensifies  the  inequity,  by  further  overcom- 
pensating  employees  in  the  lower  grades,  and  undercompensating  employees  in 
the  higher  grades. 

The  members  of  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  which  desire  the  use  of 
pay  lines  and  of  one  average  percentage  of  increase,  represent  lower  graded 
employees,  and  it  serves  the  interest  of  their  members  if  these  averaging  de- 
vices are  used.   However,  the  Pay  Agent  has  the  responsibility  to  represent 
all  Federal  employees  and  these  devices,  designed  for  the  purpose  of  under- 
compensating  higher  grade  employees  and  of  overcompensating  lower  grade  em- 
ployees, are  not  fair  or  just.   We  point  out  that  the  Pay  Comparability  Act 
provides  that  the  Pay  Agent  shall  submit  a  report  to  the  President  that  "com- 
pares the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay  system  with  the  rates  of  pay  for 
the  same  levels  of  work,  in  private  enterprise  as  determined  on  the  basis  of 
appropriate  annual  surveys  that  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics..." 

It  seems  to  us  that  justice  is  not  achieved  to  Federal  employees  if  the 
adjustment  in  pay  that  is  ultimately  made  does  not  correspond  to  this  compari- 
son. 

Sincerely, 


■f-: 


(  James  D.  Hill 
JDHraac  "Executive  Director 
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July  14,    1975 


(202)  331-7020 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Mr.    Frank  S.   Mellor 
Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,   N.W. 
Washington,   D.    C.   20415 

Subject:         Pay  Comparability  -  President's  Agent's  Tentative  Pay 
Adjustment  Proposal  for  1975. 

Dear  Mr.    Mellor: 

Thank  you  for  including  the  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  as  one  of  the  non-FEPC  employee  organizations  invited  to  meet 
with  the  staff  of  the  President's  Agent  on  June  27  and  July  8  to  discuss  the 
above  subject. 

This  Society  notes  that  the  President's  Agent  in  preparing  the 
pay  adjustment  proposal  for  1975  has  repeated,    as  in  the  past  years,   the 
inclusion  of  the  engineers  (Table  I  -  1975  Private  Enterprise  Rates)  with 
non-professional  occupations,   buyers  and  personnel  directors.     We  believe 
that  in  order  to  have  an  equitable  pay  comparability  between  engineers  in 
private  enterprise  and  engineers  in  government  engineers  should  only  be 
included  in  grade  listings  covering  the  various  engineering  groups- -mechanical, 
electrical,    civil,    etc. --or  the  grade  listings  which  include  only  professional 
occupations  for  which  a  license  to  practice  may  be  required,    such  as  doctors, 
lawyers,    etc. 

The  Society  also  supports  that  portion  of  the  Pay  Agent's  proposed 
payline  dealing  with  the  differences  between  PATC  (private  enterprise  payline) 
and  GS  payline  for  each  GS  grade  level  as  described  in  Table  III,    although  we 
do  believe  that  the  average  differences  should  be  greater  between  the  non- 
professional classifications  and  the  professional  classifications. 

This  Society  wo  uld  also  support  any  effort  that  was  directed  towards 
shortening  the  time  lag  that  now  exists  between  the  time  the  BLS  survey  is  made 
and   the  time  the  pay  raise  is  granted  (by  law,    October  1).     In  the  event  the  Pay 
Agent  considers  that  the  present  time  lag  is  a  necessity,   then  this  Society  believes 
that  the  March  PATC  average  salaries  could  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  industrial 
average  salaries  of  1  October  so  that  a  1  October  PATC  payline  could  be  developed. 
Once  developed  the  GS  payline  then  would  be  nearer  to  "direct  pay  comparability" 
between  the  private  enterprise  employee  and  the  Federal  employee. 
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This  Society  also  wants  to  endorse  this  year's  policy  of  the  Pay 
Agent  of  inviting  non-FEPC  employee  organizations  for  an  early  review  of 
the  Pay  Agent's  recommendations.   We  also  wish  to  extend  our  endorsement 
of  the  early  completion  of  the  BLS  survey  which  made  it  possible  for  the  Pay 
Agent  to  prepare  its  recommendation  for  the  1975  Federal  pay  raise  for  our 
review  and  comments  prior  to  the  Pay  Agent's  presentation  to  the  President. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Paul  H.   Robbins,    P.E. 
Executive  Director 
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Organization   of   Irroiessiomal   iCrinployees 

of  tke   U.  S.    Department   of  Agriculture 

P.O.    BOX    No.    381  ►  WASHINGTON,    D.    C      20044  ►  PHONE      347-5959 

July  11,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mellon,  Acting  Chief 
Pay  Policy  Division 
Bureau  of  Policy  and  Standards 
U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellon: 

We  wish  to  first  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  discuss  in  detail 
the  pay  line  computation  process  and  related  subjects  at  the  meeting 
June  27  and  your  tentative  1975  pay  adjustment  proposal  at  the 
meeting  July  8.   These  meetings  were  very  helpful  in  improving 
communications  between  officers  of  our  organization  and  the  Pay 
Policy  Division.   This  is  the  first  time  we  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  express  our  concerns  and  to  discuss  alternatives  during  the 
decision  making  period.   In  the  past  we  have  always  felt  that  our 
comments  were  submitted  for  the  record  only  since  they  were  seldom 
requested  before  the  President's  recommendations  were  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

The  use  oT  the  average  pay  line  for  both  the  private  and  the  public 
sector  is  oerhaps  the  best  that  can  be  used  when  all  factors  are 
considered.   There  are,  however,  some  deficiencies  that  we  believe 
should  be  considered  and  when  conditions  are  right,  steps  should  be 
taken  to  improve  them. 

First,  we  are  concerned  about  the  method  used  to  establish  the  pay 
line.   This  line,  while  it  follows  the  normal  spread  that  has  existed 
over  the  years  between  the  GS  grades,  has  the  effect  of  compressing 
salaries  to  bring  a  pre-established  spread  or  slope  into  an  average. 
This  has  the  effect  of  establishing  GS  salaries  for  the  lower  grades 
above  true  comparability  while  the  GS  salaries  for  the  higher  grades 
are  below  true  comparability.   If  we  are  to  obtain  true  comparability, 
comparison  should  be  on  a  grade  by  grade  basis  and  should  not  be 
compressed  by  the  pay  line  average. 
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There  is  a  problem  either  through  inadequate  job  matching  or  the 
salary  spread  between  the  GS  grades  does  not  conform  with  the  actual 
spread  that  exist  in  the  private  sector.  When  you  compare  the 
average  PATC  salaries  in  the  private  sector  as  matched  with  the  GS 
grades,  there  are  three  grades  (1,  2  and  5)  that  stand  out  as  widely 
different  from  the  others.   Using  the  tentative  figures  provided  for 
1975,  it  is  noted  that  for  Grade  GS-1  and  GS-2,  the  PATC  average 
salary   is  at  the  first  step  in  the  GS  grade.   For  Grade  GS-3  and 
12,  the  PATC  average  salary  is  just  above  the  3rd  step  in  the  grade; 
for  GS  grades  9,  11  and  13,  the  PATC  average  salary  is  above  the 
4th  step  in  the  grade;  GS  Grade  4  is  just  above  the  5th  step  in  grade; 
GS-14  is  at  the  5th  step  in  grade;  GS-7  is  at  the  6th  step  in  grade; 
GS-15  is  above  the  6th  step  in  grade,  and  GS-5  is  above  the  8th  step 
in  grade.   This  pattern  has  remained  constant  for  the  past  four  years, 
which  means  that  either  an  improvement  in  job  matching  is  needed  or 
we  should  carefully  look  at  the  traditional  salary  spread  between 
grades  in  the  GS  system. 

There  is  one  factor  missing  in  the  average  pay  lines  used  which  we 
believe  has  a  fundamental  bearing  on  obtaining  true  pay  comparability. 
Due  to  the  nature  of  federal  employment,  federal  employees  as  a  rule 
accept  their  employment  as  a  lifetime  career  and  therefore  have  longer 
years  of  service  and  work  experience.   In  the  federal  sector, 
acceptable  years  of  service  are  recognized  by  the  present  within  grade 
promotion  plan.   We  believe  a  better  match  would  be  obtained  if  the 
average  years  experience  in  the  private  sector  occupations  were  compared 
with  the  GS  step  in  grade  that  reflects  that  average  years  of  private 
sector  service  or  experience.   If  the  average  years  of  service  in  the 
private  sector  was  3,  the  federal  grade  comparison  would  be  at  step  4 
in  the  grade. 

The  limited  number  of  private  sector  occupations  used  to  establish 
salary  comparisons  does  not  in  our  opinion  provide  an  adequate  sample. 
Lawyers  should  compete  with  lawyers,  scientists  with  scientists,  secre- 
taries with  secretaries,  etc.   There  are  many  professional  occupations 
in  both  the  private  and  federal  sector  that  should  be  included  in  the 
survey,  if  possible.   Attached  to  this  letter  is  a  list  of  occupations 
we  suggest  be  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  survey. 

We  support  your  proposed  recommendations  for  the  1975  pay  adjustment. 
In  supporting  this  proposal,  there  are  a  few  points  we  hope  are 
appropriately  recognized.   First,  the  average  pay  line  used  for  the 
GS  sector  results  in  a  salary  adjustment  that  is  2.83%  below  the  salary 
adjustment  that  would  have  been  due  had  the  comparison  using  the  4th 
step  in  grade  been  continued.   This  represents  salary  adjustments  less 
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than  actual  increases  in  salaries  received  in  the  private  sector. 
While  this  change  from  the  4th  step  in  grade  to  the  average  salary 
was  spread  over  a  3-year  period,  it  represents  an  accumulated  loss 
in  salary  adjustment  from  the   initial  base  used  when  pay  comparability 
adjustments  were  initiated. 

The  inability  to  include  total  compensation  for  comparison  should  be 
recognized.   Federal  pay  policies  do  not  permit  federal  employees  to 
receive  annual  bonus  payments,  discount  purchases,  stock  options, 
participation  in  group  purchases,  interest  free  loans,  subsidized 
housing,  free  transportation,  free  recreational  facilities,  special 
off  time  allowances,  etc.   While  it  is  not  feasible  to  recognize  these 
in  the  total  comparison  picture,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  these 
are  areas  where  federal  salaries  are  not  comparable  to  the  private 
sector. 

The  points  we  have  raised  are  not  intended  to  be  critical.   Our  objec- 
tive in  raising  these  issues  is  to  identify  those  areas  where  pay 
comparability  studies  can  be  improved,  to  eliminate  areas  where  the 
concept  is  vulnerable  to  attacks  by  those  who  oppose  the  pay  compara- 
bility concept  for  federal  employees  and  to  provide  a  better  basis  for 
sound  justification  to  our  critics. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  proposals  and  hope  our 
comments  and  suggestions  are  helpful. 

Sincerely, 


'Georg/E.  Bradley      (/ 


)rgff  E.    Bradley 
Executive  Director 
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SELECTED  EMPLOYMENT  CLASSIFICATIONS  IN  THE  US DA 


Biological  Sciences  and  Related 


Transportation 


Agricultural  Extension  Specialist 

Agricultural  Management 

Agricultural  Research  Technican 

Agronomist 

Botanist 

Entomologist 

Forest  &  Range  Fire  Control 

Forestry  Technican 

Home  Economist 

Hor t  icu 1 tura 1 is  t 

Animal  Husbandry 

Microbiologists 

Plant  Pathologist 

Plant  Pest  Control  Technican 

Plant  Physiologist 

Range  Technican 

Pharmocologist 

Zoologists 

Soil  Conservationist 

Soil  Scientist 

Veterinarian 

Food  &  Drug  Inspector 

Administrative,  Clerical  &  Office  Services 

Administrative  Officer 
Bookkeeping  Mach.  Operations 
Clerk  Steno  &  Reporter 
Communication  Specialist 
Computer  Specialist 
INF  Receptionist 
Mail  and  File 
Printing  Clerical 

Business  and  Industry 


Traffic  Management 
Travel 

Physical  Sciences 

Astronomy  and  Space  Science 

Cartography 

Chemistry 

Food  Technology 

Animal  Products 
Plants  Products 

Geology 

Engineering  Geology 
General  Geology 

Engineering  &  Architecture 

Aerospace  Engineering 
Agricultural  Engineering 

Social  Science,  Psychology  &  Welfare 

Economist 
Historian 
Psychologist 

Information  and  Arts 

Clothing  Design 
Photography 
Public  Information 


Agricultural  Marketing  Specialist 
Agricultural  Market  Reporter 
Appraising  &  Assessing 
Contract  &  Procurement 


Library 

Archivist 
Librarian 


Personnel  MGMT  &  Industrial  Rel 


Trades,  Craft  &  Labor 


Employee  Development 
Financial  Management 


Agricultural  &  Forestry 
Machine  Tool  Work 


Accounting  and  Budgeting 


Equipment,  Facilities  &  Services 


Accounting 
General  Supply 


Buildings  and  Grounds 
Construction  and  Maintenance 


Source:   Employment  and  Training  Codes-  USDA 
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Organization   of   irrofessiona!   ihLmriployees 

of  the    U.  S.    Department   of  Agriculture 

P.O.    BOX    No.    381  ►  WASHINGTON.    D.    C.    20044  ►  PHONE      347-5959 

July  14,  1975 


Mr.  Frank  Mellon,  Acting  Chief 
Pay  Policy  Division 
Bureau  of  Policy  and  Standards 
U.  S.  Civil  Service  Commission 
1900  E  Street,  N.  W. 
Washington,  D.  C.  20415 

Dear  Mr.  Mellon: 

We  appreciate  being  advised  of  the  changes  proposed  in  your  recommendations 
for  the  1975  pay  adjustments.   We  understand  that  at  this  time  you  propose 
to  recommend  an  average  pay  adjustment  of  8.66%  for  all  grades.   The  tenta- 
tive figures  presented  to  us  at  the  meeting  July  8  proposed  an  increase  of 
8.1%  for  GS  1  with  progressively  higher  increases  for  each  grade  up  to  a 
proposed  increase  of  9.99%  for  GS-18. 

This  letter  supplements  our  letter  to  you  dated  July  11,  1975.   In  that 
letter  we  pointed  out  that  the  pay  line  concept  serves  to  compress  the  sal- 
aries between  grades  by  increasing  the  salaries  in  the  lower  grades  and 
decreasing  the  salaries  for  the  higher  grades.   This  proposed  use  of  a  single 
average  for  all  grades  further  compresses  the  salaries  between  grades.   This, 
we  believe,  defeats  the  pay  comparability  concept. 

With  this  proposed  change  it  appears  that  the  first  step  in  Grades  1,  and  2 
will  exceed  the  PATC  salaries  determined  by  the  BIS  survey  while  the  asterick 
GS  salaries  computed  for  GS-18  will  come  close  to  being  $10,000  less  than 
the  average  PATC  salaries  and  close  to  $7,000  less  for  step  1  in  Grade  GS-15. 

We  support  the  pay  comparability  concept  as  we  believe  it  will  give  the 
federal  government  the  salary  competition  essential  to  obtaining  a  qualified 
and  capable  federal  workforce.   This  average  increase  for  all  grades  violates 
this  principle  and  we  are  therefore  opposed  to  this  proposal. 

Thanks  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  express  our  opinion  on  this  important 
issue. 


Sincerely, 


A 


£. 


George  E.  Bradley 
Executive  Director 
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To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States : 

Consideration  of  an  adjustment  in  Federal  white  collar  pay  comes 
at  a  time  when,  although  the  economy  is  recovering,  unsettling  condi- 
tions are  still  adversely  affecting  the  Nation's  general  welfare. 

Under  the  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970,  an  adjustment  in  Federal 
white  collar  pa}T  will  be  required  on  October  1. 

I  have  reviewed  the  report  of  my  "pay  agent"  and  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay  relative  to  a  pay 
adjustment.  Their  findings  indicate  that  an  8.66  percent  increase  will 
be  required  to  achieve  comparability  with  the  private  sector.  I  would 
normally  order  such  a  pay  raise  in  recognition  of  the  loyal  service 
given  the  country  by  the  Government's  civilian  and  military 
personnel. 

However,  pay  comparability  must  be  viewed  in  the  light  of  the 
country's  current  economic  situation.  Inflation,  unemployment  and 
recession  continue  to  cause  hardships  on  American  consumers,  workers 
and  taxpayers — with  inflation  showing  a  new  spurt  which  hits  hardest 
at  the  jobless  and  the  disadvantaged. 

I  have  attempted  to  curtail  inflation  by  proposing  Federal  cost- 
saving  measures  and  drawing  the  line  at  a  $60  billion  deficit.  However, 
with  Congressional  inaction  on  the  expenditure  reduction  proposals 
made  in  my  budget,  this  proposed  deficit  has  already  been  exceeded 
by  more  than  $1  billion  and  will  increase  month  after  month  unless 
there  is  new  fiscal  restraint. 

A  Federal  white  collar  pay  increase  at  the  proposed  8.66  percent 
figure  would  add  more  than  $3i/>  billion  to  Federal  expenditures.  A 
five  percent  increase,  as  I  proposed  in  my  budget,  would  reduce  these 
expenditures  by  about  $1.6  billion. 

Over  the  past  several  months,  I  have  had  to  veto  legislation  involv- 
ing a  number  of  programs  because  of  the  costs  involved.  This  meant 
some  curtailment  in  the  future  expectations  of  many  Americans.  How- 
ever, the  cost  impact  of  these  proposals  would  have  added  to  inflation- 
ary pressures  and  thus  proven  to  be  a  hoax  rather  than  a  help. 

My  overriding  objective  is  to  achieve  national  economic  stability  for 
all  Americans.  Full  comparability  pay,  at  this  time,  is  inconsistent 
with  my  course  of  action  to  build  a  strong  and  stable  economy  and  to 
bring  inflation  under  control.  Therefore,  the  size  of  the  proposed  pay 
raise  must  be  temporarily  restrained  for  the  economic  well-being  of 
the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  pay  act  gives  me  the  authority  to  propose  whatever  alternative 
pay  adjustment  I  consider  appropriate  in  the  light  of  "economic  con- 
ditions affecting  the  general  welfare."  The  pay  increase  I  have  chosen 
will  allow  the  Federal  Government  to  lead  the  fight  against  inflation 
by  example,  and  not  just  words  alone. 

It  is  my  considered  judgment  that  the  salary  adjustment  should 
level  off  at  the  five  percent  increase  which  I  called  for  last  January.  I 
strongly  urge  the  Congress  to  support  the  alternative  recommenda- 
tion which  is  attached. 

Gerald  K.  Ford. 

The  White  House,  August  29, 1975. 

(1) 
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Federal  Pay  Comparability  Alternative  Plan 

In  consideration  of  economic  conditions  affecting  the  general  welfare, 
I  hereby  transmit  to  the  Congress  the  following  alternative  plan,  as 
authorized  and  required  by  Section  5305(c)(1)  of  Title  5,  United 
States  Code : 

The  adjustments  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  each  Federal  statutory 
pay  system  to  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  appli- 
cable pay  period  that  begins  on  or  after  October  1,  1975,  shall  be 
limited  to  a  5%  increase  in  lieu  of  the  overall  average  of  8.66% 
determined  under  the  comparability  procedures  set  forth  in  Sec- 
tion 3  (a)  of  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970  (5  U.S.C. 
5305). 


H.D.  233 
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tefc»    s.  RES.  239 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  4, 1975 

Mr.  Metcalf  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 


RESOLUTION 

Disapproving  the  alternative  plan  for  pay  adjustments  for  Federal 

employees. 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  disapproves  the  alternative 

2  plan  for  pay  adjustments  for  Federal  employees  under  statu- 

3  tory  pay  systems  recommended  and  submitted  by  the  Presi- 

4  dent  to  Congress  on  August  29,  1975,  under  section  5305 

5  (c)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

V 
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Calendar  No.  365 

94th  Congress     )                   SENATE                   j  Report 

1st  Session         X                                                    \  No.  94-371 


DISAPPROVAL  OF  THE  FEDERAL  STATUTORY  PAY 

REDUCTION 


Septembek  16  (legislative  day,  September  11),  1975. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McGee,  from  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
submitted  the  following 


— 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  239] 

The  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to  which  was  re- 
ferred the  resolution  (S.  Res.  239)  disapproving  the  alternative  plan 
for  pay  adjustments  for  Federal  employees,  having  considered  the 
same,  reports  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommends 
that  the  resolution  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

On  August  29,  1975,  the  Senate  received  from  the  President  an 
alternative  pay  plan  applicable  to  statutory  Federal  employees.  His 
alternative  plan  provides  as  follows : 

The  adjustments  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  each  Federal  stat- 
utory pay  system  to  become  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  applicable  pay  period  that  begins  on  or  after  October  1, 
1975,  shall  be  limited  to  a  5  percent  increase  in  lieu  of  the  over- 
all average  of  8.66  percent  determined  under  the  comparabil- 
ity procedures  set  forth  in  Section  3(a)  of  the  Federal  Pay 
Comparability  Act  of  1970  (5  U.S.C.  5305). 

Section  5305  (c)  of  title  5  provides  that  the  President  may  submit  an 
alternative  pay  plan  to  Congress  if  he  believes  an  October  1  pay  ad- 
justment based  on  a  comparison  between  private  enterprise  and  Fed- 
eral pay  is  inappropriate  because  of  economic  conditions  affecting  the 
general  welfare.  It  provides  also  that  an  alternative  plan  submitted 
by  the  President  becomes  effective  unless  either  House  of  the  Congress 
adopts  a  resolution  disapproving  the  alternative  plan.  Such  a  resolu- 
tion must  be  adopted  within  30  calendar  days  of  continuous  session 
after  the  date  on  which  the  alternative  plan  is  submitted. 

(301) 
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The  purpose  of  this  resolution  is  to  express  Senate  disapproval  of 
the  alternative  pay  plan  prepared  and  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President, 

Review  of  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  by  the  President's  agent 
and  by  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay  shows  that,  under  the 
comparability  principle.  Federal  statutory  employees  should  receive  a 
pay  increase  of  8.66  percent.  The  President's  alternative  plan  would 
limit  that  increase  to  5  percent.  If  the  Senate  adopts  this  resolution, 
the  October  1,  1975  pay  increase  would  amount  to  8.66  percent  instead 
of  the  5  percent  proposed  by  the  President. 

BACKGROUND 

Section  5301  of  title  5  provides  that  pay  rates  for  employees  under 
the  Federal  statutory  pay  systems  are  arrived  at  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  that : 

(1)  there  be  equal  pay  for  equal  work; 

(2)  pay  distinctions  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  and 
performance  distinctions ; 

(3)  Federal  pay  rates  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise 
pay  rates  for  the  same  level  of  work :  and 

(4)  pay  levels  for  statutory  pa}'  systems  be  interrelated. 
Section  5305  of  title  5  authorizes  the  President  to  adjust  these  pay 

rates  annually  to  insure  that  they  remain  comparable  with  private- 
enterprise  pay  rates.  The  President's  agent — designated  by  the  Presi- 
dent as  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget — is  required  to  prepare  a  report  to  the  President  for  his 
consideration  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  pay  adjustment.  The 
function  of  this  report  is  to : 

(1)  compare  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pa}'  systems  with 
the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  levels  of  work  in  private  enterprise 
on  the  basis  of  appropriate  annual  surveys  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics ; 

(2)  make  recommendations  for  appropriate  adjustments  in 
rates  of  pay ;  and 

(3)  include  the  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Federal  Em- 
ployees Pay  Council  and  employee  organizations  not  represented 
on  the  Council. 

The  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  established  by  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Commission  and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  represents 
Federal  employee  organizations.  The  Council  makes  its  views  known 
to  an  independent,  impartial,  three-member  Advisory  Committee  on 
Federal  Pay.  Members  of  the  Advisory  Committee  are  appointed  by 
the  President  from  outside  Government,  The  Advisory  Committee 
studies  the  report  of  the  President's  agent,  considers  additional 
views — including  those  of  the  Federal  Employees  Advisory  Council — 
and  reports  its  recommendations  to  the  President, 

In  March  of  each  year,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  assembles 
data  based  upon  private-sector  pay  for  that  month  and  compares  those 
pay  rates  with  those  of  Federal  employees  doing  the  same  level  of 
work.  These  data  form  the  basis  of  the  agent's  report  to  the  President. 

The  Advisory  Committee  studies  the  report  of  the  President's  agent, 
considers  additional  views,  and  reports  its  recommendations  to  the 
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President.  The  President  then  considers  the  recommendation  of  his 
agent  and  the  findings  of  the  Advisory  Committee  and,  effective 
October  1,  he  adjusts  statutory  pay  rates  in  accordance  with  the  prin- 
ciple established  by  law. 

STATEMENT 

The  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970  established  a  pro- 
cedure to  implement  the  public  policy  enunciated  in  the  xlct  that  Fed- 
eral pay  rates  shall  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  pay  rates 
for  the  same  level  of  work.  The  Act  took  into  account  the  fact  that 
the  avenue  of  collective  bargaining  for  compensation  is  not  open  to 
Federal  statutory  employees  as  it  is  open  to  most  non-Government 
workers.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  1970  Act,  statutory  employees 
relied  upon  Congress  to  adjust  its  pay.  Now  those  employees,  trusting 
in  the  comparability  principle,  must  rely  upon  the  procedure  by  which 
the  President  makes  an  annual  adjustment  based  upon  an  objective 
study  of  non-Government  pay.  When  the  Comparability  Act  was  con- 
sidered, it  was  recognized  that  inflation  would  increase  non-Govern- 
ment pay  and  that  inevitably  Federal  pay  would  follow.  The  "alterna- 
tive plan''  provision  of  law  was  seen  as  a  safety  valve  to  be  used 
sparingly  by  the  President  only  "because  of  a  national  emergency  or 
economic  conditions  affecting  the  general  welfare." 

The  Advisory  Committee  which  recommended  an  8.66  percent  pay 
increase  this  year,  stated:  "Constant  resort  to  emergency  procedures 
makes  the  whole  process  envisioned  by  the  statute  meaningless  and  the 
J3LS  survey  of  private  industry  a  futile  exercise."  Yet  this  is  the 
fourth  time  since  1970  that  an  alternative  plan  has  been  submitted. 
The  President  proposed  postponing  a  January  1.  1972,  pay  increase  of 
6.6  percent  for  half  a  year.  The  Congress  intervened  and  provided  a 
5.5  percent  increase  for  January  1,  1972.  He  postponed  the  October  1, 
1972,  increase  of  5.14  percent  until  January  1,  1973,  and  in  1973  a 
proposal  to  defer  an  October  pay  increase  until  December  was  defeated 
in  the  Senate.  Again,  in  1974,  the  President  proposed  postponing  a 
5.52  percent  increase  from  October  1,  1974  to  January  1,  1975.  This 
alternative  plan  also  was  defeated  in  the  Senate.  The  Committee 
believes  that  continued  efforts  to  vitiate  the  "equal  pay  for  equal  work" 
principle  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and  unfair  to  the  Federal  em- 
ployees concerned. 

The  Committee  understands  the  President's  efforts  to  control  infla- 
tion by  limiting  pay  increases  but  believes  his  rationale  for  imposing 
a  ceiling  could  be  equitable  only  if  he  had  not  singled  out  one  segment 
of  Federal  employees— the  statutory  or  white  collar  employees — and 
designated  this  single  group  from  all  the  various  groups  of  American 
employees,  both  Government  and  non-Government,,  as  those  which 
must  make  a  substantial  financial  sacrifice.  No  ceiling — or  even  a 
guideline — has  been  established  for  private-sector  compensation ;  and 
within  Government  approximately  a  million  and  a  half  other  Federal 
employees  will  continue  to  receive  pay  increases  through  1975,  among 
them  some  700,000  postal  workers,  whose  salaries  result  from  collec- 
tive bargaining.  Since  the  time  when  Postal  employees  achieved  col- 
lective bargaining  rights,  increases  have  been  25  percent  greater  than 
those  provided  for  statutory  employees  by  the  Federal  Pay  Compara- 
bility Act  of  1970.  More  than  500,000  Wage  Grade  or  blue-collar  em- 
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ployees,  whose  compensation  is  pegged  at  non-Government  pay  rates 
prevailing  in  their  geographic  areas,  will  receive  increases,  while 
negotiations  between  labor  and  management  in  the  private  sector 
bring  about  pay  increases  for  non-Government  workers. 

Implicit  in  the  Committee's  approval  of  this  resolution  is  the  f  act- 
sometimes  overlooked— that  Federal  statutory  pay  adjustments  follow 
pay  increases  in  the  private  sector.  The  law  provides  that  Federal 
employees'  pay  shall  never  attain  parity  with  that  of  private  enter- 
prise.'Comparability  is  not  achieved  until  6  months  have  elapsed. 
Thus,  if  the  8.66  percent  adjustment  is  allowed,  Federal  employees 
will  receive  in  October  what  their  private-sector  counterparts  received 
last  March.  The  law  is  predicated  upon  the  fact  that  Government  em- 
ployees will  never  catch  up.  The  increase  in  question  here  is  by  no 
means  a  cost-of-living  adjustment;  rather  it  represents  the  Govern- 
ment's effort  to  make  sure  that  Federal  pay  does  not  lag  too  far  behind 
pay  outside  Government.  If  the  President's  5  percent  is  approved, 
instead  of  the  8.66  percent  certified  to  him  as  accurate  by  his  agent, 
the  pay  of  statutory  employees  will  lag  still  further  behind  what  the 
law  says  they  are  entitled  to. 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  94-82,  approved  August  9,  1975, 
Federal  judges.  Members  of  Congress,  and  officials  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  will  receive,  this  year  for  the  first  time,  the  comparability 
adjustment  agreed  to. 

COST 

The  annual  cost  of  the  8.66  percent  pay  adjustment  for  the  1.39 
million  employees  under  the  statutory  pay  systems  is  estimated  as 
follows : 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Statutory  pay  systems 

Basic  pay 

Fringe 

benefits  and 

premium  pay 

Totals 

General  schedule 

$1,655.8 
33.0 
19.5 

$234.8 
5.8 
3.1 

$1,890.6 

Department  of  medicine,  and  surgery  schedules.. 
Foreign  service  schedules 

38.8 
22.6 

Total 

1,708.3 

243.7 

1,952.0 

Certain  other  employees  whose  pay  is  fixed  by  administrative  action 
normally  receive  pay  adjustments  corresponding  to  General  Schedule 
adjustments.  The  cost  of  these  administrative  pay  adjustments  is  esti- 
mated to  be  $46.2  million  by  the  President's  agent.  The  cost  of  the  in- 
crease for  officials  of  the  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  branches 
and  those  employees  affected  by  compression  under  Public  Law  94-82 
is  estimated  to  be  $53.8  million. 

Under  section  1009  of  title  37  of  the  United  States  Code,  members  of 
the  uniformed  services  will  receive  an  adjustment  in  their  basic  pay 
and  certain  allowances  comparable  to  the  General  Schedule  adjust- 
ment. The  cost  of  this  military  pay  adjustment  for  the  uniformed  serv- 
ices is  estimated  to  be  $1,894.3  million  by  the  President's  agent. 

Therefore,  the  total  annualized  cost  of  the  8.66  percent  adjustment  is 
estimated  to  be  $3,946.3  million. 

The  President  has  stated  that  the  5  percent  increase  he  proposes 
would  reduce  these  expenditures  by  about  $1.6  billion. 
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COMMITTEE    VOTE 

The  Committee  met  on  September  11  after  studying  the  President's 
alternative  plan  and  the  report  of  his  pay  agent  and  took  two  votes. 

The  vote  on  a  motion  to  reject  S.  Res.  239  and  thus  sustain  the  Presi- 
dent's alternative  plan  resulted  in  its  defeat,  2-7.  The  vote:  Yea — 
Senators  Hollings  and  Bellmon.  Nay — Senators  Randolph,  Burdick, 
Moss,  Fong,  Stevens,  Dole  and  McGee. 

The  Committee  then  voted  on  a  motion  to  favorably  report  S.  Res. 
239  to  the  Senate,  which  was  approved  7-2.  The  vote :  Yea — Senators 
Randolph,  Burdick,  Moss,  Fong,  Stevens,  Dole  and  McGee.  Nay — 
Senators  Hollings  and  Bellmon. 
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RESOLUTION  DISAPPROVING  AL- 
TERNATIVE      PLAN       FOR       PAY 

ADJUSTMENTS       FOR        FEDERAL 

EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  what 
Is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under  the 
previous  order,  the  hour  of  1  o'clock  hav- 
ing arrived,  the  Chair  lays  before  the. 
Senate,  Senate  Resolution  239.  The  de- 
bate on  this  resolution  is  limited  to  2 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  between  pro- 
ponents and  opponents.  No  amendment 
to  this  resolution  is  in  order. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  resolution. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  read  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  disapproves  the 
alternative  plan  for  pay  adjustments  for  Fed- 
eral employees  under  statutory  pay  systems 
recommended  and  submitted  by  the  Presi- 
dent to  Congress  on  August  29,  1975,  under 
section  5305(c)  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  It  Is 
my  understanding  that  the  legislation 
now  before  us  is  not  amendable;  that  a 
motion  to  recommit  is  not  in  order,  nor 
is  a  motion  to  reconsider;  that  there  13 
a  time  limitation;  and  that  the  yeas  and 
nays  are  automatic.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
equally  divided  between  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  (Mr.  McGee), 
and  the  equally  distinguished  ranking 
member  ■  of  the  committee,  minority 
member,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr. 
Fong),  or  whomever  they  may  designate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's statement  of  a  moment  ago  was 
correct  except  that  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  not  been  ordered  and  are  not  auto- 
matic. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  see. 

Now,  my  last  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum  with  the 
time  to  be  taken  out  of  both  sides  equally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  pro- 
ceeded to  call  the  roll. 


Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
a  parliamentary  inquiry  as  to  the  situa- 
tion with  respect  to  the  time.  How  is  the 
time  allocated? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time, 
during  the  quorum  call,  was  divided 
equally. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  address  myself  to  the  matter  that 
is  pending  here  and,  I  hope,  put  it  in 
the  context  of  where  we  find  ourselves  at 
this  moment.     , 

The  issue  has  to  do  with  the  compara- 
bility question  in  Federal  employment 
and  with  pay  raises  for  the  military.  It  is 
a  question  that  the  Senate  rose  to  in 
1962  and  that  we  have  been  refining  and 
sophisticating  ever  since. 

Under  that  procedure  measurements 
are  taken  in  the  relevant  private  sector 
areas  to  compare  equivalent  types  of  jobs, 
in  the  private  sector  and  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. Then  the  gaps  are  noted,  what- 
ever they  may  be,  so  that  we  can  attempt 
to  close  those  gaps  so  that  we  attract 
stronger  personnel  in  Federal  service,  so 
that  we  can  hold  the  best  personnel  in 
Federal  service,  in  competition  with  the 
private  sector,  and  so  that  we  can  sta- 
bilize the  civil  service.  All  of  these  points 
are  important  for  the  mileage  received 
by  the  taxpayer  from  the  dollars  it  takes 
to  run  the  American  system. 

So  the  question  under  the  comparabil- 
ity mechanism  today  is  whether  we  ac- 
cept the  report  of  the  comparability  per- 
centage for  Federal  employees  judged 
6  months  ago  last  March — 7  months 
ago  nearly  now — or  whether  we  give  them 
a  little  more  than  half  of  that  amount  as 
recommended  by  the  President. 

The  question  is  a  simple  one;  Either 
we  accept  the  President's  5  percent  rec- 
ommendation, which  is  well  below  the 
recommended  increase  for  comparability 
for  Federal  employees  as  of  last  March — 
already  6  months  or  more  out  of  date — 
or  whether  we  should  allow  them  the 
finding  of  the  President's  counselor  on 
the  width  of  that  gap. 

The  President's  advisers  have  Judged 
that  8.66  percent  was  the  Federal  gap 
since  last  October  10  raise.  I  remind  you 
again  that  is  a  half  year  out  of  date  al- 
ready. The  head  of  the  OMB,  Jim  Lynn, 
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the  head  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Bob  Hampton,  and  the  President's  Ad- 
visory Committee  on  Federal  Pay.  to- 
gether agree  that  the  eguitable  adjust- 
ment figure  is  8.66  percent. 

The  President,  under  the  law,  has  the 
option  of  a  counter-recommendation 
within  the  context  of  his  advisers'  sub- 
mission. The  President  chose  to  recom- 
mend 5  percent.  Congress,  under  the 
mechanism,  retained  the  option  of  one 
house  rescinding  the  President's  decision 
by  a  majority  vote,  and  returning  to  the 
base  of  the  President's  pay  advisers. 

The  matter  that  is  pending  is  rescind- 
ing the  President's  recommendation.  The 
Metcalf  resolution  would  disallow  the 
President's  recommendation  of  5  percent 
which,  automatically,  then  would  revert 
to  the  recommendation  of  the  President's 
own  advisers,  which  is  8.66  percent. 

The  problem  this  poses  for  all,  of 
course,  is  in  the  times  in  which  we  live. 
Inflationary  processes  are  still  under- 
way. The  economy  still  is  queasy,  but  I 
would  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
8.66  is  substantially  less  than  the  cost- 
of-living  increase  in  the  last  year  which 
runs  in  the  neighborhood  of  12  to  13 
percent  and  for  food  as  high  as  14  or  15 
percent. 

That  is  simply  another  way  of  saying 
that  this  is  not  an  irresponsible  or  a  reck- 
less assault  on  cost-of-living  figures,  that 
it  is  a  modest  figure  and  it  certainly  be- 
longs to  the  Federal  employee. 

When  we  speak  of  Federal  employees, 
we  speak  of  those  civilians  in  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  that  total 
about  1.4  million  persons  and  those  in 
the  military  service  that  amount  to 
nearly  2  mill-ion  persons. 

This  then  becomes  the  issue. 

We  have  a  new  approach  in  the  Con- 
gress in  which  we  are  striving  to  arrive 
at  overall  budget  considerations  in  order 
to  make  predictable  and  responsible  ex- 
penditures by  all  levels  of  the  Federal 
Government.  I  would  submit,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, that  this  proposal  is  most  con- 
sistent within  that  context  and  that  new 
responsibility. 

The  new  pioneering  Budget  Commit- 
tees, in  their  conference  report  as  they 
put  together  their  plans  in  May,  ac- 
knowledged that  whatever  salary  ad- 
justments were  made  in  this  year  for 
the  military  and  for  civilian  personnel 
were  within  their  budget  calculations  de- 
spite the  5 -percent  pay  cap  proposal. 
They  went  on  to  address  themselves  to 
the  much  broader  picture  about  overall 
expenditures.  I  would  add  that  the  Bu- 
real  of  the  Budget,  the  OMB,  likewise 
reserved  this  option  and  maintained  the 
necessary  projections  to  incorporate  the 


salary  adjustments  under  the  law.  Its 
Director  signed  the  8.66-percent  recom- 
mendation. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here,  Mr. 
President,  are  the  options  under  the  law 
itself,  the  comparability  law,  and  that 
falls  on  either  the  5  percent  or  the  8.66 
percentage  for  the  Federal  employees, 

The  substance  of  all  this,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  whether  we  play  games  with 
numbers  in  the  interests  of  impressing 
constituents  or  consumers,  or  whether, 
to  quote  the  phrase  of  a  very  famous 
American,  we  bite  the  bullet. 

We  believe  that  this  is  the  time  to  bite 
the  bullet  out  of  a  fair  and  deep  sense 
of  equity.  To  penalize  the  Federal  em- 
plovees.  as  some  have  suggested  because 
the  Members  of  Corlgress  are  involved  in 
the  formula,  is  to  reallv  miss  the  whole 
point.  That  issue  has  been  settled,  that 
bridge  has  been  crossed,  and  it  is  a  verv 
tinv  segment,  incidentally,  of  the  budget 
consideration  here,  as  President  Ford 
sMd  in  a  letter  supporting  the  action  bv 
the  Congress  last  Julv,  this  was  but  a 
fraction,  a  tiny  fraction,  he  said,  of  1 
percent  of  the  total  Federal  outlay  in 
th*«;  category. 

So  what  we  are  really  talking  about 
are  the  Federal  employees  at  the  lower 
grade  levels  and  we  are  talking  about 
them  in  the  context  of  what  has  hap- 
pened in  their  country,  not  alone  in  their 
own  ranks. 

Postal  workers  this  year  have  already 
received  a  .substantial  adjustment  in 
their  income.  They  have  likewise  received 
a  sum  far  above  the  5  percent — and 
should.  I  hasten  to  add.  Mr.  President. 
The  blue  collar  workers  in  the  Govern- 
ment have  received  or  will  receive  an 
adiustment  upward. 

In  the  private  sector,  every  major  seg- 
ment of  the  working  community  this 
past  year  has  received — and  rightfully 
so — an  adjustment  unward  in  their 
wages  to  account  for  at  least  a  part  of 
the  cost-of-living  factor,  and  only  the 
Federal  employee  groups  have  been  un» 
attended  to  in  this  regard. 

Now.  it  is  fine  for  the  President  to  sug- 
gest that  he  wants  to  set  an  example. 
Mr.  President,  I  would  say  on  behalf  of 
the  Federal  employees  in  this  country 
that  they  would  be  delighted  to  follow 
their  President  and  to  make  the  sacri- 
fice if  it  were  to  be  across  the  board  and 
if  the  President  were  to  say,  "Fellow 
Americans,  all  of  us  must  accept  a  5  per- 
cent ceiling' even  though  that  does  not 
keep  ud  with  the  cost  of  living;  all  of  us 
must  do  that."  The  Federal  employees 
would  rally  around  the  President's 
leadership. 

But  indeed,  that  is  not  the  case,  not 
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the  case  now.  To  be  sure,  the  other  seg- 
ments of  the  private  community  in 
American  have  received  their  adjust- 
ments, some  of  them  running  up  into  the 
12-  or  14-percent  brackets,  most  all  of 
management  in  the  private  sector  has 
received  very  generous  increases.  And 
the  President  Is  saying  to  the  Federal 
employees,  "But  you  are  different,  we 
will  make  an  example  out  of  you  so  that 
you  cannot  keep  up  with  your  neighbors 
in  trying  to  pay  your  bills,  in  trying  to 
meet  the  rapidly  rising  costs  of  your 
groceries." 

That  is  what  it  says,  Mr.  President, 
and  I  say  it  is  a  gross  inequity  that  they 
are  trying  to  foist  off  upon  the  Federal 
employee.  They  are  at  the  tag  end  of  the 
line  now  and  we  are  only  asking  that 
this  last  organized  section  of  wage  earn- 
ers in  the  country  be  at  least  brought 
substantially  up  toward  the  level  of  the 
increased  costs  since  a  year  ago  October  1. 

So  that  Is,  really,  what  it  boils  down  to. 

Mr.  President,  the  question  before  the 
Senate  is  whether  to  approve  or  reject 
Senate  Resolution  239,  a  resolution  intro- 
duced by  the  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr. 
Metcalf)  to  disapprove  the  President's 
alternative  plan  for  adjusting  the  pay  of 
Federal  employees  in  the  statutory  pay 
schedules. 

The  President,  forsaking  the  advice  of 
his  agents,  has  asked  the  Congress  to 
agree  to  limit  pay  raises  effective  next 
month  to  5  percent.  The  resolution  before 
us  would  have  the  effect  pf  vetoing  that 
limitation,  whereupon  the  President 
would  set  the  level  of  the  pay  adjustment 
In  accordance  with  the  principle  of  com- 
parabilty  and  the  advice  given  to  him  by 
his  agent  and  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay.  That  advice,  in  the  pres- 
ent instance,  calls  for  an  adjustment  of 
8.66  percent, 

The  annual  report  on  comparability  for 
Federal  statutory  pay  systems,  given  to 
the  President  on  July  21,  1975,  by 
Director  James  T.  Lynn  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  and  Chairman 
Robert  E.  Hampton  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  the  President's  agents,  was 
based  on  private  enterprise  pay  rates  re- 
ported by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
in  the  National  Survey  of  Professional, 
Administrative,  Technical,  and  Clerical 
Pay  as  of  March  of  this  year. 

The  President's  agents  consulted  with 
the  Federal  Employees'  Pay  Council  and 
also  solicited  views  of  non-Council  orga- 
nizations. There  are  strongly  held  dif- 
ferences as  to  concept  and  methodology 
among  these  parties,  with  the  Pay  Coun- 
cil in  particular  arguing  that  the  meth- 
odology used  by  the  agents  serves  to  dim- 


inish the  aggregate  pay  raise.  It  notes 
that  the  methodology  used  from  1968 
through  1972,  if  it  were  applied  now, 
would  yield  an  average  increase  of  9.98 
percent. 

The  agents'  report  notes  that  the  8.66 
percent  comparability  increase  at  each 
grade  is  based  upon  private  sector  salary 
levels  which  had  risen  by  March  of  this 
year  about  9  percent  over  1974  levels. 
The  difference  is  the  effect  of  the  final 
phase  of  the  transition  to  the  new  meth- 
odology, undertaken  3  years  ago. 

A  separate  body  composed  of  three 
non-Federal  experts  in  pay  policy  ques- 
tions, the  Advisory  Committee  on  Fed- 
eral Pay,  has  reviewed  the  report  of  the 
President's  agent.  In  its  report  to  the 
President  on  August  4,  1975,  the  Advisory 
Committee  endorsed  the  uniform  in- 
crease of  8.66  percent.  Its  report  also 
contained  a  carefully  considered  observa- 
tion on  the  Presidential  penchant  for 
tinkering  with  the  comparability  proc- 
ess annually.  I  will  return  to  that  matter 
later,  however. 

Both  of  the  reports  I  have  referred  to, 
as  well  as  a  Labor  Department  release 
on  the  basic  survey,  appeared  in  the 
Record  for  Tuesday,  September  16. 
.  First,  let  us  consider  the  relative  cost 
of  the  8.66-percent  increase  and  the  pro- 
posed 5-percent  ceiling. 

We  are  dealing  directly  with  the  ques- 
tion of  pay  adjustments  for  the  1.39  mil- 
lion employees  who  are  under  the  statu- 
tory pay  systems.  At  the  8.66-percent 
level,  their  pay  would  be  increased  by 
$1,708,300,000  and  the  added  cost  in  so- 
called  fringe  benefits  and  premium  pay 
would  go  up  by  $243,700,000  for  a  total 
cost  of  $1,952,000,000. 

In  addition,  there  are  certain  other 
employees  whose  pay  is  fixed  by  admin- 
istrative action  and  who  normally  re- 
ceive pay  adjustments  corresponding  to 
general  schedule  adjustments.  Their  in- 
clusion adds  another  $46,200,000  to  the 
cost. 

As  the  result  of  the  enactment  of  Pub- 
lic Law  94-82  in  July,  as  Senators  are 
aware,  certain  officials  of  the  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  branches  will  re- 
ceive 'their  first  pay  adjustments  since 
March  of  1969,  at  the  same  overall  per- 
centage rate  as  employees.  The  effect  of 
this  law  would  be  to  add  $53,800,000  to 
the  cost  of  an  adjustment  of  8.66  percent. 

Finally,  under  section  1009  of  title  37 
of  the  United  States  Code,  uniformed 
members  of  the  armed  services  also  re- 
ceive adjustments  in  their  basic  pay  and 
certain  allowances  comparable  to  the 
general  schedule  increases.  The  cost  of 
this    military   pay    adjustment    is    esti- 
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mated  by  the  President's  agents  to  be 
$1,894,300,000. 

The  total  annualized  cost,  then,  would 
be  $3,946,300,000. 

The  President,  in  forwarding  his  alter- 
native plan,  projected  savings  of  $1.6 
billion  if  his  5 -percent  ceiling  were 
adopted.  This  is  the  same  as  the  estimate 
projected  when  the  pay  cap  was  pro- 
posed in  the  fiscal  1976  budget.  A  pay  ad- 
justment at  the  5 -percent  level,  then, 
would  cost  about  $2,346,300,000. 

Allowances  for  statutory  pay  increases 
are  carried  in  two  functional  portions  of 
the  budget.  Thus,  about  $1.2  billion  of 
the  $1.6  billion  difference  in  question  oc- 
curs in  the  Defense  portion  of  the  budget 
and  includes  Department  of  Defense 
civilian  personnel  as  well  as  the  members 
of  the  uniformed  services.  The  remaining 
$400,000,0000  difference  shows  up  in  the 
lump-sum  allowances  included  in  the 
budget  for  contingencies.  The  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1976  reflects  both  estimates; 
that  is,  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  true 
comparability  raises  and  an  estimate  of 
the  savings  if  the  5 -percent  ceiling  were 
effective. 

The  Budget  Committee,  in-presenting 
the  first  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  fudged,  if  I  may  use  the  word  a 
member  of  that  committee  has,  in  deal- 
ing with  the  issue.  In  point  of  fact,  if  one 
does  the  arithmetic,  one  realizes  that  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee  went  along 
with  the  ceiling  proposed.  But  nowhere 
in  its  report,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge, 
did  it  say  so  very  clearly.  The  other  body 
had  other  thoughts,  however,  and  the 
resulting  compromise,  the  conference  re- 
port presented  in  this  Chamber  May  9, 
1975,  contains  some  interesting  phrases 
relating  to  the  issue.  With  respect  to  the 
National  Defense  portion  of  the  budget, 
which  contains  the  lion's  share  of  the 
funding  in  question,  it  says  unequivocal- 
ly that: 

If  Congress  should  decide  not  to  limit  in- 
creases in  defense  salaries  and  retirement 
aUowances,  there  are  sufficient  funds  within 
this  total  to  support  that  decision. 

Further  on,  in  dealing  with  the 
budget's  lump-sum  allowances  for  non- 
defense  civilian  pay  raises,  the  confer- 
ence report  states: 

The  conferees  assume  that  the  levels 
agreed  upon  are  sufficient  to  cover  civilian 
agency  pay  raises  under  existing  law. 

So,  in  the  end,  the  conferees  told  us 
that  the  $100.7-billion  target  in  budget 
authority  and  $90.7  billion  in  outlays 
would  cover  increase  in  Defense  Depart- 
ment salaries  and  retirement  allowances 
without  the  5  percent  caps.  And  they  told 
us  the  $1.4  billion  in  budget  authority 


and  $1.2  billion  in  outlays  targeted  for 
allowances  would  be  sufficient  to  cover 
civilian  agency  pay  raises  under  existing 
law,  which  is  where  we  are  at. 

Subsequently,  of  course,  the  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
James  Lynn,  put  his  name  to  the  Report 
of  the  President's  agents  on  pay  compar- 
ability, which  contains  the  recommenda- 
tion for  an  increase  of  8.66  percent. 

It  would  appear  then  that  the  likeli- 
hood of  Congress  disagreeing  with  the 
so-called  pay  cap  was  considered  by  those 
with  budgeting  authority. 

In  transmitting  his  alternative  plan  to 
Congress,  the  President  stated  that: 

Full  comparability  pay  is  Inconsistent  with 
my  course  of  action  to  build  a  strong  and 
stable  economy  and  to  bring  Inflation  under 
control. 

One  observer  has  called  that  a  "re- 
markable statement,"  noting  that  what 
the  President  is  doing  is  asking  white- 
collar  employees  and  military  personnel 
to  make  special  sacrifices,  while  their 
blue-collar  and  postal  colleagues  in  Gov- 
ernment as  well  as  workers  in  the  private 
sector  are  asked  to  make  none. 

Nor  has  Congress,  I  would  add,  imposed 
the  other  5  percent  ceilings  sought  by  the 
administration  earlier  this  year. 

It  has  been  said  by  some  that  the 
reason  this  particular  ceiling  might  be 
imposed  is  Public  Law  94-82.  That  is  the 
law  by  which  the  top  officials  of  the 
executive  branch,  the  judiciary,  and 
Members  of  Congress  were  tied  to  the 
comparability  process — as  the  President 
himself  agreed  was  a  correct  step — so 
that  they  could  receive  a  pay  adjustment 
in  October  for  the  first  time  in  5V2  years. 

The  pros  and  cons  of  that  legislation 
were  thoroughly  and  recently  covered 
here  in  the  Senate,  so  I  will  not  plow 
that  ground  again.  The  approximate 
difference  between  a  5-percent  raise  and 
an  8.66-percent  raise  for  the  personnel 
in  this  category,  including  supergrade 
employees  now  held  down  by  the  $36,000 
ceiling,  is  $22.8  million.  That  amount  Is 
not  sufficient  to  cause  any  Senator  who 
otherwise  believes  lower  grade  Federal 
employees  should  have  full  comparability 
to  change  his  vote. 

In  its  annual  report  to  the  President, 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay 
noted  that  the  July  amendments  to  the 
Executive  Pay  Act  took  one  critical  step 
to  break  the  freeze  which  has  had  such 
adverse  effects  by  compressing  the  pay 
structure  at  the  higher  levels  of  the  gen- 
eral schedule.  But  it  did  not  represent 
the  entire  answer.  Under  a  raise  of  8.66 
percent,  the  statutory  ceiling  will  remain, 
but  will  move  up  from  $36,000  to  $39,000. 
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At  5  percent  it  would  be  $37,800.  In  short, 
all  the  July  act  has  done  is  permit  these 
people  to  share  in  the  general  pay  adjust- 
ment for  the  first  time  in  years. 

The  issue  here  involves  nearly  1.4  mil- 
lion civilian  employees  and  more  than 
2  million  members  of  the  armed  services 
and  should  be  decided,  I  firmly  believe, 
on  that  basis  and  not  on  how  it  affects  a 
relatively  small  number  of  officers  in 
each  of  the  three  branches  of  Govern- 
ment. 

We  come  back,  then,  to  the  compara- 
bility principle  and  the  process,  now  5 
years  old,  by  which  the  annual  statu- 
tory pay  adjustments  are  figured.  The 
survey  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  measures  private  enterprise 
salary  movements  for  selected  white  col- 
lar occupations  for  the  previous  year, 
but  ends  in  March.  So,  already  6  months 
have  passed,  during  which  non-Govern- 
ment salaries  have,  at  least  in  many  in- 
stances, moved  upward.  Additionally,  as 
the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  has 
pointed  out,  this  is  the  first  Federal  pay 
raise  for  some  time  which  has  not  been 
affected  by  wage  controls.  That  is  be- 
cause last  October's  increase  was  based 
on  a  period  which  ended  in  March,  1974, 
whereas  wage  controls  were  taken  off 
the  general  economy  in  April,  1974. 

The  BLS  survey  is  not'  perfect.  In- 
deed, the  General  Accounting  Office  has 
Issued  several  reports  in  recent  years 
bearing  recommendations  for  improve- 
ment of  the  survey  and  the  mechanism 
for  translating  private  enterprise  pay 
data  into  Federal  salary  scales.  And 
changes  have  been  made.  It  is  a  dynamic 
process.  Presently,  under  the  Chairman- 
ship of  Vice  President  Rockefeller,  the 
President's  Panel  on  Federal  Pay  Is  as- 
sessing the  many  studies  ^conducted 
on  the  entire  compensation  subject, 
preparatory  to  making  a  report  and  pol- 
icy recommendations  to  President  Ford 
in  November. 

Imperfect  as  the  process  may  be,  it 
utilizes  the  best  information  available  to 
compare  Federal  and  private  salary  rates 
for  the  same  level  of  work.  And  the  re- 
sults of  this  best  information  have  led 
the  President's  agent  to  recommend 
8.66  percent  as  the  necessary  increase  to 
achieve  comparability. 

In .  endorsing  that  recommendation, 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay 
took  note  of  the  fact  that  "each  year 
since  the  enactment  of  the  comparability 
statute  the  President  has  not  followed 
the  normal  procedures  envisioned  by 
that  statute." 

It  added  its  view  that: 

Constant  resort  to  emergency  procedures 


makes  the  whole  process  envisioned  by  the 
statute  meaningless  and  the  BLS  survey 
of  private  Industry  pay  a  futile  exercise. 

Futile,  that  is,  except  that  either  House 
of  the  Congress  can  disapprove  of  such 
an  alternative,  as  the  Senate  is  asked 
to  do  by  Senate  Resolution  239. 

The  Advisory  Committee  went  on  to 
say: 

Labor  relations  Is  a  very  fragile  entity.  In 
the  Judgment  of  this  Committee,  If  an  al- 
ternative plan  Is  again  proposed  It  Is  inevita- 
ble that  more  pressure  will  build  up  to  scrap 
the  present  statute.  The  Federal  unions  will 
petition  Congress  to  substitute  some  form 
of  collective  bargaining  more  akin  to  that 
prevailing  in  the  private  sector.  This  pres- 
sure will  mount  and  eventually  become 
Irresistible. 

Mr.  President,  such  an  alternative 
plan  has  been  proposed,  but  we  here  do 
have  the  opportunity  to  say  <kno"  to  that 
ceiling  and  send  the  matter  back  to  the 
President  so  that  he  can  adjust  the  rates 
of  pay  in  keeping  with  the  principle  of 
equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work. 

While  we  have  no  agreement  here  on 
who  is  responsible  for  the  minority  time, 
the  ranking  Member  of  the  committee 
has  agreed  to  honor  that  and  honor  it 
openly  so  that  we,  together,  will  make 
sure  nobody  is  shortchanged  on  this. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  (Mr.  Fong) 
will  be  speaking  on  the  majority  time  in 
terms  of  the  support  of  the  bill,  however. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  the 
Chair's  understanding  that  there  is,  in 
fact,  a  2 -hour  time  agreement  with  the 
time  equally  divided  between  both  sides. 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Or  their 
designee.  — 

Mr.  McGEE.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  FONG.  We  will  see  that  the  op- 
position gets  sufficient  time,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  the  question 
before  the  Senate  is  whether  to  adopt 
Senate  Resolution  239,  disapproving  the 
President's  alternative  plan  for  pay  ad- 
justments for  Federal  employees. 

As  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Senate  Post  Office  and.  Civil  Service  Com- 
mittee to  which  Senate  Resolution  239 
was  referred,  I  voted  to  report  the  resolu- 
tion favorably.  So  did  six  other  members 
of  the  nine-member  committee. 

I  voted  for  Senate  Resolution  239  be- 
cause if  approved,  it  would  provide  for 
an  8.66  percent  comparability  pay  ad- 
justment for  Federal  white-collar  em- 
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ployees  and  military  personnel.  The  8.66- 
percent  increase  would  be  in  lieu  of  the 
President's  alternative  proposal  of  a  5- 
percent  increase. 

Under  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability 
Act  of  1970,  there  are  only  two  choices 
to  make  on  the  question  before  us:  either 
the  Senate  can  approve  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 239,  in  which  case  the  8.66-percent 
increase  goes  into  effect  automatically' 
on  October  1  this  year;  or  the  Senate  can 
reject  Senate  Resolution  239,  in  which 
case  the  5-percent  increase  becomes  ef- 
fective on  October  1,  unless  the  House  of 
Representatives  votes  for  the  -8.66-per- 
cent increase. 

The  law  provides  for  no  other  adjust- 
ment at  this  time. 

I  strongly  urge  my  colleagues  to  sup- 
port the  8.66-percent  increase.  I  have 
taken  this  position  in  the  interest  of  fair- 
ness and  equity  to  the  Government  work- 
ers affected,  after  considering  the  many 
factors  involved.  I  base  my  decision  on 
the  comparability  law  on  which  the  pay 
adjustment  is  to  be  made  and  on  my 
study  of  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  issues 
advanced  on  this  question.  Having  given 
the  subject  the  full  and  thoughtful  delib- 
eration it  deserves,  I  believe  it  is  only 
fair  to  stand  by  the  8.66-percent  figure. 

To  appreciate  how  the  8.66-percent 
recommendation  was  arrived  at,  a  brief 
review  of  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability 
Act  of  1970  and  its  procedures  is  in  order 
at  this  point. 

It  was  back. in  1962  that  Congress 
established  the  principle  that  Federal  pay 
rates  be  comparable  with  private  indus- 
try pay  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work. 
But  it  was  not  until  the  passage  of  the 
1970  comparability  act  that  the  statutory 
procedures  and  machinery  could  be  put 
into  motion.  - 

As  a  member  of  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  since  1960,  it  was 
my  privilege  to  help  write  the  compara- 
bility statutes. 

Under  the  1970  act,  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  gathers  pay  data  from 
private  industry  during  the  period  from 
January  through  early  May  each  year  to 
reflect  average  salaries  as  of  March.  The 
data  are  processed  and  furnished  to  the 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  for 
further  evaluation  and  comparison  with 
Federal  white-collar  salary  levels. 

Under  the  law,  the  President's  agents— 
the  Director  of  OMB  and  the  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission — are  re- 
quired to  prepare  a  report  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  his  consideration  in  determining 
the  pay  adjustment  necessary  for  Federal 
pay  rates  to  be  comparable  with  private 
enterprise  pay  rates  for  the  same  levels 
of  work. 


In  preparing  their  report,  the  Presi- 
dent's agents  consult  with  and  obtain  the 
views  and  recommendations  of  the  Fed- 
eral Employees  Pay  Council,  composed  of 
five  representatives  of  employee  unions. 
The  views  of  labor  organizations  not  rep- 
resented on  the  council  are  also  sought. 

The  President's  agents  then  submit 
their  report  to  the  President,  with  a  copy 
to  a  three-member  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. This  committee,  which  serves  as 
an  independent,  impartial  board  of  pay 
experts  from  outside  the  Government 
makes  its  own  report  to  the  President 
after  reviewing  the  report  of  the  Presi- 
dent's agents. 

After  receiving  the  recommendations 
of  his  agents  and  the  Advisory  Commit- 
tee, the  President  can  subii  it  to  Congress 
an  alternative  plan  instead  of  his  agents' 
recommendations  if  he  believes  a  na- 
tional emergency  or  economic  conditions 
affecting  the  general  welfare  warrant 
such  an  alternative  plan.  The  alternative 
plan  must  be  submitted  to  Congress  by 
September  1  of  the  year  in  question,  and 
either  House  of  Congress,  by  a  majority 
vote,  can  reject  the  "alternative  plan.  If 
the  President's  alternative  plan  Is  re- 
jected, the  original  pay  plan  recom- 
mended to  the  President  by  his  agents 
would  go  into  effect  on  October  1. 

This  is  the  procedure  that  Is  being 
followed  now.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics conducted  its  survey  last  spring. 
It  covered  more  than  7.5  million  em- 
ployees in  3,000  private  firms  in  all  geo- 
graphical areas  of  the  48  contiguous 
States.  The  survey  results  were  processed 
and  forwarded  to  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission and  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  for  evaluation  and  compar- 
ison with  Federal  job  levels.  The  heads 
of  CSC  and  OMB,  after  discussing  the 
survey  results  with  the  Federal  Employ- 
ees Pay  Council  and  employee  groups 
not  represented  on  the  Council,  recom- 
mended to  the  President  a  pay  increase 
of  8.66  percent  for  all-  Federal  white- 
collar  employees  effective  October  1, 
1975. 

In  other  words,  the  heads  of  CSC  and 
OMB,  after  evaluating  the  BLS  survey 
results,  determined  that  Federal  white- 
collar  pay  was  8.66  percent  behind  the 
pay  for  the  same  levels  of  work  in  private 
industry. 

The  President's  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay  also  came  to  the  same 
decision  and  endorsed  the  8.66-percent 
increase.  x 

However,  the  President  on  August  29 
submitted  an  alternative  pay  plan  to  the 
Congress  recommending  instead  a  5- 
percent  increase. 

In  his  message  to  Congress,  he  cited 
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the  need  to  cope  with  inflation,  unem- 
ployment, and  recession  as  the  reason 
for  proposing  a  5 -percent  increase, 
stating  as  follows: 

Full  comparability  pay,  at  this  time,  is 
inconsistent  with  my  course  of  action  to 
build  a  strong  and  stable  economy  and  to 
bring  inflation  under  control.  Therefore,  the 
size  of  the  proposed  pay  raise. must  be  tem- 
porarily restrained  for  the  economic  well- 
being  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

I  fully  recognize  the  President's  deep 
concern  for  the  economic  well-being  our 
Nation.  I  share  his  desire  to  achieve  a 
strong  and  stable  economy. 

As  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  I  have  supported  the  admin- 
istration's efforts  to  combat  inflation  and 
I  shall  continue  to  join  in  this  campaign 
whenever  I  can.  But,  on  the  issue  before 
the  Senate  today,  I  must  respectfully  dis- 
agree with  the  President. 

The  complex  area  of  Federal  pay  is  a 
subject  to  which  I  have  devoted  many 
years  of  study  and  attention.  I  believe  it 
would  be  unfair  to  the  Federal  white- 
collar  employees  and  to  the  military  per- 
sonnel, whose  pay  is  tied  to  the  civilian 
pay  system,  to  deny  them  full  compara- 
bility pay  adjustment. 

The  Federal  civilian  white-collar  em- 
ployees and  the  military  personnel 
should  not  be  forced  to  go  it  alone  in  the 
battle  against  inflation.  Together,  the 
Federal  government  personnel  in  these 
two  broad  categories  make  up  a  tiny  seg- 
ment of  the  national  work  force — less 
than  4  percent — 3.88  percent. 

They  are  the  1.39  million  employees 
under  the  statutory  pay  systems,  includ- 
ing employees  in  the  general  schedule, 
the  Veterans  Administration's  Depart- 
ment of  Medicine  and  Surgery,  and  the 
Foreign  Service  schedules.  Also,  certain 
other  employees  whose  pay  is  fixed  by 
administrative  action  normally  receive 
pay  adjustment  corresponding  to  the 
General  Schedule.  One  example  is  staff 
members  of  the  legislative  branch.  In 
addition,  Public  Law  90-207  provides  for 
comparable  raises  for  2.1  million  mem- 
bers of  the  uniformed  services.  Finally, 
under  a  new  law  just  enacted,  upper-level 
Federal  executives,  Federal  judges,  and 
Members  of  Congress — who  have  not  had 
a  single  pay  adjustment  since  1969 — are 
also  included  for  the  first  time. 

The  remaining  96  percent  of  the  na- 
tional work  force  are  not  under  legal 
restraint  similar  to  that  of  the  civilian 
white-collar  and  military  personnel. 
They  are  free  to  seek  whatever  pay  In- 
creases they  can,  and  in  the  case  of  pri- 
vate businesses,  to  pursue  whatever 
profits  they  can.  No  wage-price  controls 
place  a  ceiling  on  pay  raises  or  profits 
and  the  Federal  Government  is  not  forc- 
ing them  to  forego  increases  in  pay  or 
profits. 


Other  Federal  personnel  are  the  postal 
employees  and  the  blue-collar  workers, 
numbering  about  1,170.000.  Covered 
under  other  pay  systems  than  those  ap- 
plying to  the  general  schedule  white- 
collar  and  military  personnel,  the  pay 
adjustment  of  all  postal  and  blue-collar 
employees  are  not  subject  to  a  Presi- 
dential veto. 

In  the  case  of  the  600,000  postal  em- 
ployees in  bargaining  units,  their  pay  Is 
settled  through  collective  bargaining 
with  the  Postal  Service.  This  is  the  pro- 
cedure prescribed  under  the  Postal  Re- 
organization Act  of  1970. 

As  a  result  of  recent  contract  negotia- 
tions, the  vast  majority  of  postal  workers, 
like  the  letter  carriers  and  clerks,  con- 
tinue to  stay  far  ahead  of  general  sched- 
ule white-collar  employees.  Most  postal 
employees  will  be  ahead  by  22.2  percent 
if  the  white-collar  workers  are  granted 
the  5-percent  increase  recommended  by 
the  President.  Most  postal  workers  will 
still  be  ahead  by  18.1  percent  even  if  the 
8.66-percent  adjustment  is  made  for  the 
white-collar  workers. 

In  its  report  to  the  President  on 
August  4,  1975,  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay  took  note  of  the  wide  gap 
between  the  postal  workers  who  rely  on 
collective  bargaining  for  their  pay  ad- 
justments and  those  who  depend  on  the 
pay  comparability  law.  In  recommending 
the  8.66-percent  raise  to  the  President, 
the  committee  stated: 

The  unions  expressed  real  concern  lest  the 
President  propose  an  alternative  plan  this 
year  which  would  either  reduce  the  amount 
or  delay  the  effective  date  of  the  Federal  pay 
increase.  Discussions  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee with  Federal  employee  representatives 
took  place  the  very  day  the  1975  postal  pay 
settlement  was  announced.  Union  leaders 
were  very  upset  by  the  further  widening  of 
the  gap  between  postal  and  Federal  white- 
collar  pay  that  this  settlement  presaged. 

Since  the  time  when  postal  employees 
achieved  collective  bargaining  rights,  in- 
creases have  been  25  per  cent  greater  than 
those  provided  by  the  comparability  legis- 
lation. Failure  to  Implement  the  8.66  per 
cent  adjustment  will  widen  this  gap.  which 
has  already  seriously  undermined  the  con- 
fidence of  Federal  unions  in  the  present  sys- 
tem. 

The  570,000  wage  grade  or  so-called 
blue-collar  Federal  employees  have  aver- 
aged 8.93  percent  in  wage  increases  in 
fiscal  year  1975.  Their  rates  are  set 
through  surveys  of  similar  jobs  prevail- 
ing in  the  locality.  Last  year  137  such  lo- 
calities throughout  the  Nation  were  sur- 
veyed for  this  purpose. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  of  my  remarks  a 
State-by-State  breakdown  showing  the 
blue-collar  wage  increases  during  the  12 
months  preceding  September  15,  1975: 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  while  Gen- 
eral Schedule  white-collar  workers  and 
military  personnel  have  lagged  behind 
the  postal  employees  and  blue-collar 
workers  in  the  Federal  Government,  wage 
increases  negotiated  in  the  Nation's  pri- 
vate industries  have  also  moved  ahead  of 
the  Federal  white-collar  and  military 
personnel. 

Wage  rate  adjustments  negotiated 
during  the  first  half  of  1975  averaged  11 
percent  for  the  first  contract  year  and  8 
percent  annually  over  the  life  of  the  con- 
tract. Comparative  adjustments  in  1974 
were  9.8  and  7.3  percent,  respectively. 

In  the  manufacturing  sector,  wage 
rate  adjustments  averaged  10.9  percent 
in  the  first  contract  year  and  8.4  percent 
annually  over  the  life  of  the  contract. 
Comparative  adjustments  in  1974  were 
8.7  and  6.1  percent,  respectively.  These 
adjustments  exclude  possible  gains  under 
cost-of-living  escalator  clauses. 

Just  this  week,  the  Washington  Post 
published  an  article  about  a  contract 
settlement  reached  between  negotiators 
for  the  Hotel  Association  of  Washington 
and  a  union  representing  more  than  7,000 
employees  in  35  city  hotels.  According  to 
the  newspaper  account,  a  3 -year  contract 
will  provide  an  across-the-board  increase 
of  $33.80  a  week  for  the  majority  of  the 
union's  "members — hotel  laundry  room 
workers,  maids,  kitchen,  utility  room,  and 
other  service  employees.  The  majority  of 
the  union  members  currently  earn  about 
$106  a  week,  according  to  the  union. 
Based  on  these  figures,  the  majority  of 
the  employees  will  have  a  wage  raise  of 
more  than  31  percent  during  the  3-year 
contract  period,  or  10  percent  annually. 
By  comparison,  a  5  percent  annual  raise, 
as  recommended  by  "the  President,  would 
be  very  small  indeed.  Certainly,  Gov- 
ernment employees  are  as  important  to 
our  national  life  and  economy  as  hotel 
workers  or  any  other  workers. 

Every  American  must  pay  higher  prices 
these  days,  and,  like  every  American,  the 
Government  worker  is  also  hurt  by  infla- 
tion. Prices  for  consumer  goods  are  run- 
ning about  9  or  10  percent  higher  this 
year  than  last.  Like  every  American,  the 
Government  employee  has  to  pay  these 
higher  prices.  For  the  12  months  from 
July  1974  to  July  1975— the  latest  month- 
ly figure  available — the  Consumer  Price 
Index  rose  9.7  percent.  So  even  the  8.66- 
percent  increase  recommended  by  the 
President's  agents  falls  below  the  ad- 
justment needed  to  maintain  living 
standards. 

Moreover^  there  is  a  6-month  lag  be- 
tween the  BLS  survey  of  pay  in  private 
industry  and  the  October  effective  date 
for   the   comparability   pay   increase — a 


factor  which  is  not  calculated  in  the  Fed- 
eral employee's  paycheck,  although  it 
should  be.  Therefore,  the  Federal  pay  in- 
crease does  not  lead  private  indstry;  it 
follows  the  private  sector.  It  is  a  "catch- 
up" struggle  for  the  Federal  workers. 

Although  President  Ford  has  been 
waging  a  determined  fight  against  infla- 
tion, Congress  has  refused  to  extend  the 
President's  authority  to  control  wages 
and  hours,  even  on,  a  standby  basis. 

President  Ford,  therefore,  used  the 
only  statutory  authority  available  to  him 
for  imposing  wage  restraints,  by  recom- 
mending a  less-than-full  comparability 
pay  increase  of  5  percent. 

But,  as  I  pointed  out  earlier  In  my  re- 
marks, it  would  be  unfair  and  inequitable 
to  single  out  only  certain  Federal  em- 
ployees and  military  personnel  for  a  cut 
in  a  pay  raise  due  them  under  the  law. 
A  small  segment  of  the  Nation's  huge 
labor  force  is  being  asked  to  bear  a  bur- 
den which  is  not  being  shared'  by  the 
vast  remainder  of  that  work  force.  If  the 
sacrifices  were  shared  across-the-board, 
I  feel  certain  this  group  of  Federal 
white-collar  and  military  employees  will 
do  their  part. 

In  an  economy  as  vast  as  ours,  in  a 
Federal  Government  as  far-flung  as  ours, 
it  should  be  within  our  ability  to  hold 
down  Government  spending  in  a  more 
equitable  way. 

By  cutting  out  waste  and  inefficiency 
within  our  Government,  let  us  continue 
the  battle  against  inflation  and  against 
uncontrolled  Government  spending,  but 
let  us  try  to  be  fair,  to  share  the  burden 
as  fairly  as  possible,  so  no  one  sector  of 
our  work  force  is  made  to  carry  the  load 
alone. 

As  long  as  the  pay  comparability  law 
is  on  the  books,  we  should  keep  faith 
with  the  Federal  workers  covered  by  that 
law. 

If  the  law  provides  for  an  equitable 
way  to  adjust  their  pay — and  it  does— 
shouldn't  we  in  Congress  who  enacted 
the  law  see  to  it  that  it  is  carried  "out 
fairly  and  fully? 

If  Federal  workers  in  other  sectors,  like 
the  postal  employees  and  the  blue-collar 
workers,  have  received  proper  wage  ad- 
justments this  year — and  they  have — 
shouldn't  the  white-collar  and  military 
personnel  also  receive  the  full  compara- 
bility adjustment  under  the  law? 

And  since  workers  in  private  industry 
have  negotiated  higher  wages  and  our 
comparability  law  is  linked  to  those 
higher  wages,  shouldn't  we  carry  out  the 
intent  of  the  law  and  approve  compa- 
rable wages  for  all  those  covered  by  the 
comparability  law? 

I  say,  definitely,  we  should.  So  I  urge 
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my  Senate  colleagues  to  vote  for  Senate 
Resolution  239  and  the  8.66-percent  pay 
increase. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  such  time  as  he 
may  require. 

Mr.  BEALL.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
ranking  Republican  member  of  the  com- 
mittee for  yielding. 

Mr.  President,  I  support  the  recom- 
mendation that  the  Federal  pay  scale 
be  adjusted  upward  by  8.66  percent. 

This  increase  will  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  1970  Federal  Pay  Com- 
parability Act.  As  my  colleagues  know, 
with  that  act,  the  Congress  took  steps 
to  assure  that  Federal  employees  would 
not  fall  behind  those  in  the  private  sec- 
tor. We  In  essence  promised  Federal 
statutory  employees,  who  generally  can- 
not take  advantage  of  collective  bargain- 
ing, that  they  would  receive  equal  pay 
for  equal  work  in  the  private  sector. 

Under  this  legislation,  the  President's 
pay  agent  is  required  to  prepare  a  report 
to  the  President  for  his  consideration 
in  determining  the  amount  of  annual  pay 
adjustments.  This  report  is  also  studied 
by  the  independent,  three-member  ad- 
visory committee  on  Federal  pay.  The 
advisory  committee  studies  the  report  of 
the  President's'  agent,  considers  addi- 
tional views  and  reports  its  recommenda- 
tions to  the  President  ^ 

That  committee  has  now  made  its  de- 
termination, based  on  all  relevant  data, 
that  8.66  percent  is  the  correct  and 
proper  amount  that  Federal  pay  sched- 
ules should  be  increased  to  achieve  com- 
parability with  the  private  sector. 

If  the  Congress  is  going  to  carry  out 
the  spirit  of  the  law,  it  has  no  other 
choice  than  to  support  the  8.66-percent 
recommendation  of  the  Advisory  Com- 
mittee on  Federal  Pay,  and  reject  the 
suggestion  of  the  President  that  this  in- 
crease be  limited  to  5  percent. 

The  1970  law  specifically  mandates 
comparability  with  the  private  sector. 
Until  we  in  the  Congress  change  that 
act,  we  must  uphold  its  provisions  which 
require  pay  comparability  in  the  Federal 
service. 

I  might  also  toint  out  that  approxi- 
mately 1V2  million  other  Federal  em- 
ployees will  continue  to  receive  pay  in- 
creases through  1975,  regardless  of  the 
action  of  the  Senate  today.  Among  them 
are  some  700,000  postal  workers,  whose 
salaries  result  from  collective  bargain- 
ing and  whose  pay  increases  have  been  25 
percent  greater  than  those  provided  for 
statutory  employees  by  the  Federal  Pay 
Comparability    Act    of     1970.    Further, 


more  than  500,000  wage  grade  or  blue 
collar  employees,  whose  compensation  is 
pegged  at  non-Government  pay  rates 
prevailing  in  the  geographic  area,  will 
continue  to  receive  their  increases,  again 
regardless  of  the  action  we  take  today. 
In  short  we  are  singling  out  only  one 
segment  of  our  economy — the  Federal 
white  collar  employees — to  make  sacri- 
fices. 

As  a  member  of  the  Budget  Commit- 
tee, I  am  fully  aware  of  the  dangers  of 
fiscal  irresponsibility. 

But  the  President's  pay  recommenda- 
tion will  not  lower  the  price  of  bread  or 
fuel  to  Federal  or  non-Federal  employ- 
ees by  1  cent. 

Instead,  it  will  place  a  disproportion- 
ate burden  on  millions  of  loyal  Federal 
and  military  employees  who  must  pay 
the  soaring  prices  of  these  and  thou- 
sands of  other  items. 

It  would  be  terribly  unfair  to  use  the 
Federal  white  collar  workers  as  a  scape- 
goat every  time  we  want  to  trim  the 
budget.  Until  the  same  restraints  apply 
to  the  rest  of  the  economy,  we  must  not 
single  out  the  Federal  employee  as  the 
"fall-guy"  for  our  economic  miseries. 

Therefore,  I  urge  my  colleagues  to  dis- 
approve the  President's  recommenda- 
tion. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine. 
How  much  time  does  the  Senator  wish? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Can  the  Senator  give 
me  10  minutes? 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Maine. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  as  chair- 
man of  the  Budget  Committee,  I  must 
reluctantly  oppose  Senate  Resolution  239, 
which  would  remove  the  5-percent  cap  on 
Federal  pay  increases  recommended  by 
the  President. 

On  August  29,  President  Ford  sent  a 
message  to  the  Congress  recommending, 
under  the  Pay  ComparabDity  Act  of  1970, 
an  increase  of  8.66  percent  in  Federal 
white-collar  pay  on  October  1.  In  that 
message,  the  President  made  an  alter- 
native recommendation,  as  permitted  by 
the  Pay  Comparability  Act,  to  hold  the 
increase  to  5  percent.  Either  body  of 
the  Congress  may  overturn  the  Presi- 
dent's alternative  recommendation  by 
passage  of  a  simple  resolution,  in  which 
case  the  increase  of  8.66  percent  would 
prevail. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  has  eloquently  stated,  as  well 
as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Hawaii,  the  equities  involved  in  the  ques- 
tion of  pay  raises  for  Federal  employees. 

I  understand  those  equities  fully,  sym- 
pathize with  them,  and,  indeed,  endorse 
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them.  So  the  observations  I  make  are 
related  more  to  my  responsibilities  in 
connection  with  the  budget  than  with  the 
merits  of  this  particular  proposal. 

I  begin,  Mr.  President,  by  pointing  out 
that  the  pay  proposal  covers  all  Federal 
so-called  white-collar  civilian  employees 
except  the  Postal  Service.  It  also  covers 
all  military  personnel.  Postal  Service  em- 
ployees and  so-called  Federal  blue-collar 
employees  are  granted  pay  raises  through 
separate  procedures  and  are  not  affected 
by  the  resolution  under  consideration  to-, 
day.  Since  the  Postal  Service  Is  an  "off 
budget"  agency,  any  increases  granted 
to  postal  employees  do  not  show  up  in 
the  budget  totals. 

"  A  pay  raise  of  8.66  percent  would  have 
a  budgetary  cost  of  about  $3.2  billion  in 
the  remaining  "9  months  of  fiscal  year 
1976.  Holding  the  pay  raise  to  5  percent 
would  save  about  $1.4  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1976  and  about  $2  billion  on  a  full- 
year  basis.  These  figures  are  slightly 
lower  than  those  cited  by  the  President 
in  his  August  29  message  and  reflect 
more  up-to-date  information.  These  are 
the  gross  figures. 

Mr.  President,  I  will  acknowledge  that 
some  savings  through  absorption  of  pay 
costs  within  regular  Federal  agency 
budgets  are  likely,  but  the  amount  that 
can  be  absorbed  is  only  a  small  part  of 
the  total — in  recent  years  averaging  only 
10  to  15  percent — so  we  cannot  count  on 
much  from  that  quarter.  The  resolution 
before  us  today  is  really  "spending  leg- 
islation" since  it  locks  us  into  increased 
budget  authority  and  outlays  when  sup- 
plemental pay  requests  come  before  the 
Congress  in  January  or  February  1976. 

Last  May,  when  the  first  budget  reso- 
lution was  adopted  by  Congress,  the 
statement  of  managers  accompanying 
the  conference  report  indicated  that 
as  of  that  time  the  budget  totals  were 
sufficient  to  cover  the  full  costs  of  the 
pay  raise,  provided,  of  course,  that  oth- 
er targets  were  met.  No  decision  on  this 
matter  was  taken  by  the  Senate,  either 
in  committee  or  in  floor  debate.  Thus  the 
vote  today  will  be  the  first  specific  action 
on  the  pay  raise  by  the  Senate. 

In  considering  the  pay  cap  issue,  Mr. 
President,  it  is  essential  to  consider  the 
present  status  of  the  budget.  That  is 
where  my  responsibility  lies. 

Summary  Table  1  on  page  9  of  the 
latest  Senate  budget  scorekeeping  report, 
issued  September  15,  shows  that  spend- 
ing legislation  enacted,  in  process,  or  re- 
quested by  the  President  may  exceed  the 
first  budget  resolution  targets  by  $9.4 
billion  in  budget  authority.  When  the 
total  is  adjusted  for  comparability,  and 
by  $6  billion  in  outlays.  I  should  point 


out  that  these  totals  include  the  full  pay 
raise,  since  we  have  adjusted  the  Presi- 
dent's requests  not  yet  acted  upon  to 
reflect  the  cost  of  current  law  in  all  cases. 
If  the  pay  raise  "were  held  to  5  percent, 
we  may,  depending  on  our  remaining 
spending  decisions,  still  be  over  the  first 
budget  resolution  targets  by  $8  billion  in 
budget  authority  and  $4.6  billion  in  out- 
lays. This  means  we  have  a  lot  of  saving 
still  ahead  of  us  to  do  if  we  want  to 
avoid  the  deficit  rising  from  the  $68.8 
billion  projected  in  May. 

The  amounts  for  the  pay  raise  are 
found  in  two  functional  areas  of .  the 
budget.  "Function  050:  National  De- 
fense" includes  the  cost  of  the  pay  raise 
for  all  military  personnel  and  the  civil- 
ian employees  of  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. The  "allowances"  function  in- 
cludes the  cost  of  the  pay  raise  .for  all 
civilian  employees  of  the  Government 
other  than  the  Department  of  Defense. 
This  "allowance"  is  not  divided  by 
agency  until  the  supplemental  requests 
are  transmitted  next  year.  The  pay  raise 
amounts  break  down  as  shown  in  the 
following  table. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  table  entitled  "Fiscal  Year 
1976  Pay  Raise  Costs"  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the'  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

FISCAL  YEAR  1976  PAY  RAISE  COSTS 
[in  billions] 


Budget  a 

uthority  and  outlays 

National 
defense 

Allow- 
ances          Total 

1.2 
1.0 

2.2 

0.  6              1.  8 

Additional  3.66  percent 

.4               1.4 

Total 

1.0          „  3.2 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  thus,  if 
we  hold  to  a  5 -percent  Increase,  during 
the  next  9  months  we  will  save  $1  billion 
in  the  national  defense  function  and  $0.4 
billion  in  the  allowances  function  from 
the  figures  contained  in  the  scorekeeping 
report. 

As  shown  on  page  15  of  the  latest 
scorekeeping  report,  spending  legislation 
enacted,  in'  process,  or  requested  by  the 
President  in  the  national  defense  func- 
tion may  exceed  the  congressional  budget 
targets  by  $7.9  billion  in  budget  authority 
and  $4.9  billion  in  outlays.  While  this 
overage  is  apt  to  be  reduced  consider- 
ably through  congressional  action  on  the 
President's    defense    appropriation    re- 
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quests.  I  have  pointed  out  several  times- 
most  recently  in  the  August- 1  debate  on 
military  procurement  authorizations — 
that  it  will  be  very  difficult  to  hold  to  the 
congressional  budget  targets  for  national 
defense.  The  implication  is  clear — we 
need  to  save  every  dollar  we  can  in  the 
national  defense  function.  Limiting  the 
pay  raise  to  5  percent  will  save  $1  billion, 
which  we  might  otherwise  have  to  make 
up  through  extreme  cuts  in  defense  pro- 
curement or  other  areas. 

As  shown  on  page  57  of  the  latest 
scorekeeping  report,  spending  legislation 
enacted  or  requested  by  the  President  in 
the  allowances  function  may  exceed  the 
congressional  budget  targets  by  $0.4  bil- 
lion in  budget  authority  and  outlays.  This 
is  exactly  the  amount  we  would  save  in 
that  category  by  holding  the  pay  raise  to 
5  percent.  If  we  hold  to  5  percent,  the 
allowances  function  will  be  on  target. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  easy  for  any  of 
us  to  vote  to  hold  pay  raises  for  Federal 
employees  to  an  amount  less  than  estab- 
lished procedures  indicate  may  be  re- 
quired. Each  of  us  represents  Federal 
employees,  and  they  are  giving  the  coun- 
try loyal  and  dedicated  service.  But  Fed- 
eral workers  are  taxpayers,  too.  They 
are  American  taxpayers.  And  like  all  of 
us  they  want  and  deserve  fiscal  respon- 
sibility— freedom  from  inflation  and  all 
possible  limitations  on  Federal  deficit 
financing.  . 

So,  Mr.  President,  all  are  facing  very 
tough  fiscal  choices  right  now.  The  ques- 
tion before  us  is  not  whether  Federal 
employees  deserve  a  full  raise — they  cer- 
tainly do — but  the  alternatives  we  must 
consider.  If  we  grant  a  full  pay  raise  now, 
what  else  will  be  cut?  Will  we  build  fewer 
ships?  Will  we  cut  Federal  employment? 
The  money  has  got  to  come  from  some- 
where, Mr.  President,  and  that  is  why, 
on  balance,  I  will  vote  to  raise  Federal 
salaries  5  percent. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CHILES.  I  agree  with  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Maine  on  that 
point.  As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget  and  as  one  who  was  inter- 
ested in  making  and  made  some  amend- 
ments at  the  time  we  were  dealing  with 
the  figures  which  became  our  subtotal 
for  defense,  I  say  that  I  thought  many 
of  us  at  that  time  were  working  on  the 
assumption  that  we  were  talking  about 
5  percent.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  pointed  out  not  once  but  on 
many  occasions  that  if  we  were  not  talk- 
ing about  5  percent,  then  we  were  talk- 


ing about  major  cuts  that  would  have 
to  be  made,  tremendous  cuts  in  materiel, 
tremendous  cuts  that  would  have  to  be 
made  in  R.  &  D.  or  planning  money,  and 
probably  more  realistically  what  would 
happen,  because  we  would  not  be  able 
to  make  those  cuts  there  would  be  rlffing 
of  employees.  There  would  "have  to  be 
cuts  in  personnel,  if  we  were  going  to  go 
over  the  figures.  Yet  we  did  cut.  We  did 
cut  from  what  the  President  had  re- 
quested, and  I  thought  we  were  cutting 
in  areas  that  we  could,  without  sacrific- 
ing defense;  at  the  same  time  we  were 
dealing  with  the  assumption  of  a  5  per- 
cent pay  raise,  and  that  we  would  be  able 
to  meet  these  items. 

If  we  do  not  have  that  5  percent  and 
we  go  to  8.86  percent,  we  are  either  going 
to  have  to  increase  spending  or  we  are 
going  to  see  some  deep,  deep  cuts. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  First,  I  should  like  to 
say  this.  I  believe  it  is  accurate  to  say 
that  the  Budget  Committee  last  spring 
did  not  specifically  act  on  the  question 
of  the  pay  raise.  Each  of  us  made  his  own 
assumption.  Perhaps  all  of  us  hoped  that 
the  development  of  the  budget  and  the 
spending  decisions  made  by  Congress 
would  make  possible  the  full  pay  raise— 
which,  of  course,  at  that  point  had  not 
yet  been  received  from  the  President. 
That  has  been  received  just  recently.  But 
I  think  we  all  hoped  that  we  could  so 
control  spending  decisions  subsequent  to 
that  time  that  the  full  pay  raise  would 
be  decided. 

We  are  now  faced  with  a  condition, 
not  speculation,  and  the  condition  does 
mandate  as  alternatives  those  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  has 
mentioned. 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Georgia  also  has  addressed  him- 
self to  this  matter,  and  I  yield  to  him 
at  this  point. 

Mr.  CHILES.  I  just  want  to  make  one 
more  point.  I  think  it  would  be  more 
positive  for  me  to  say.  that  we  did  not 
know  what  the  President's  figure  was 
going  to  be.  But  what  we  did  work  for 
was  that  we  were  going  to  provide  that 
there  would  be  some  increase  and  that 
the  increase  would  be  5  percent.  So  we 
were  not  holding  him  to  a  zero  increase. 
We  were  saying  for  that  we  could  provide 
for  5  percent  and  still  do  these  other 
things.  When  we  see  it  go  to  8.86  per- 
cent, we  cannot  do  the  other  things  and 
have  the  8.86  percent,  too.  I  think  that 
is  a  better  way  to  put  it. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
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guished  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  I  support 
what  the  Senator  from  Maine  has  stated 
and  what  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
just  added. 

As  the  Senator  from  Maine  and  the 
Senator  from  Florida  know,  when  we  had 
the  first  concurrent  resolution,  I  felt  that 
the  Senate  position  on  that  was  the  re- 
sponsible position.  But  when  the  confer- 
ence committee  report  came  back,  I  ques- 
tioned that  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
The  Senator  from  Maine  and  I  had  a 
dialog  that  day  about  the  defense  budget. 
At  that  time  it  was  apparent  to  me  that 
if  we  were  going  to  be  able  to  stay  within 
that  budget  on  defense,  we  had  to  assume 
a  5  percent  pay  cap.  The  reason  is  hot 
that  I  have  any  strong  position  on  wheth- 
er it  should  be  5  percent  or  8  percent,  but 
It  is  really  just  arithmetic.  I  admit  it  is 
rather  complicated  arithmetic. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  has  not  quite 
an  hour  because  of  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  having  been  divided  equally. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield  myself  an  addi- 
tional 5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator Is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  NUNN.  The  arithmetic  Is  rather 
complicated  because  of  the  relationship 
between  outlays  and'  authorizations.  In 
the  bill  that  the  conference  committee 
has  just  come  back  with  the  second  time, 
it  is  a  $30  billion  authorization  bill,  since 
personnel  costs  are  not  included,  al- 
though numbers  are.  The  outlays "  are 
only  about  $8  billion. 

So  what  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
just  said  is  extremely  important;  be- 
cause no  matter  how  much  you  cut  in 
terms  of  planes  and  ships,  unless  you 
cut  virtually  every  plane  and  every  ship 
out  of  this  military  authorization  bill, 
you  cannot  really  affect  1976  fiscal  out- 
lays very  much.  In  fact,  staff  computa- 
tions I  have  received  show  that  if  thisji 
percent  pay  raise  does  not  stick,  if  we  go 
to  8  percent,  if 'you  really  are  going  to 
stay  within  the  concurrent  resolution  on 
the  defense  budget  in  outlays,  you  will 
have  to  cut  virtually  all  new  ships,  virtu- 
ally all  new  planes,  and  you  also  will 
have  to  cut  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
jobs. 

The  way  you  get  to  the  outlays  In  fis- 
cal year  1976,  particularly  since  the  year 
has  already  started — we  are  In  It  3 
months— is  basically  to  cut  jobs,  because 
that  is  people  and  that  is  payroll. 

So  we  are  in  a  very  bad  position  here, 
in  trying  to  determine  whether  people 
get  a  pa*y  raise  while  many  other  people 
get  laid  off.  We  will  be  saying  to  many 


people,  "Yes,  we  are  going  to  raise  your 
pay,  but  you  may  not  have  a  job  next 
year." 

That  is  particularly  true  in  the  defense 
industry  and  in  the  defense  bases  all  over 
this  country,  which  affects  every  State 
to  some  degree.  It  is  particularly  import- 
ant that  people  who  work  In  defense 
jobs  and  people  who  work  for  the  Federal 
Government  realize  that  this  is  a  very 
difficult  situation  and  that  we  are  really 
talking  about  increased  pay  versus  in- 
creased jobs. 

Mr.  STONE.  Mr.  President, .  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  brief  question  to 
the  Senator  from  Georgia? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STONE.  In  connection  with  what 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  just  said, 
does  that  mean  this  if  this  increase  were 
to  go  through  at  8  percent  Instead  of  5 
percent  and  militarily  oriented  jobs  at 
bases  would  be  cut,  loss  in  employment 
could  take  place  at  such  places  as  the  re- 
work facilities  in  Pensacola  and  Jackson- 
ville and  the  other  rework  facilities 
around  the  country? 

Mr.  NUNN.  That  is  true.  Any  military 
base  could  be  affected. 

I  wish  to  make  clear  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida,  if^the  Senator  from  Maine 
will  yield  one  or  two  minutes,  that  we 
are  not  talking  about  something  that  Is 
going-  to  happen  automatically.  There 
will  be  choices.^ 

This  does  not  mean  that  if  we  go  to  8.7, 
people  automatically  are  going  to  be  laid 
off  around  the  country.  It  means  that  we 
have  a  choice  as  to  going  substantially 
above,  by  about  a  billion  dollars,  the  con- 
current resolution  on  the  budget;  and 
that  means  increasing  the  deficit,  and 
everyone  will  have  to  make  his  own  judg- 
ment about  the  economic  effect  of  that. 
That  is  one  choice.  If  that  choice  is  not 
accepted,  then  we  have  to  decide  In  the 
defense  category  how  we  are  going  to  go 
about  making  the  cuts. 

So  we  not  only  are  talking  about  laying 
off  many  people  if  we  are  going  to  stay 
within  the  concurrent  resolution.  We  are 
talking  about  many  other  people  in  de- 
fense industry,  in  private  employment, 
who  will  have  to  lose  jobs,  because  we  will 
have  to  cut  out  procurement — procure- 
ment in  airplanes,  procurement  in  ships. 

So  it  is  a  matter  of  a  choice  we  will 
have,  a  choice  as  to  whether  to  increase 
the  deficit  and  save  the  consequences  of 
that — at  least,  that  is  my  judgment — or 
whether  we  really  want  to  slash  the  de- 
fense budget  beyond  anybody's  imagina- 
tion, including  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  jobs. 

I  believe  that  the  people  in  my  State 
who  work  for  the  Federal  Government 
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would  rather  have  everybody  who  now 
holds  a  job  have  reasonable  assurance  of 
continuing  to  have  that  job,  than  seeing 
some  people  get  a  3.6-percent  increase 
above  the  5  percent  and  then  have  thou- 
sands of  people  laid  off. 

I  believe  that  the  sentiment  of  the  Sen- 
ate is  pretty  obvious,  when  we  look  at  the 
history  of  the  military  authorization  bilL 
The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  (Mr.  Prox- 
mire)  offered  an  amendment  on  the  floor 
to  increase  the  number  of  civilians  cut 
from  the  defense  budget  by  17.000,  and 
that  amendment  was  adopted.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  opposed  that  amend- 
ment, but  it  was  adopted;  and  I  believe 
that  expresses  the  sentiment  of  the  Sen- 
ate as  to  what  direction  will  be  taken  in 
the  second  concurrent  resolution,  in  the 
military  appropriation  bill,  when  it  comes 
to  the  floor,  and,  probably  more  signif- 
icantly, what  will  happen  next  year  as 
the  budget  pressures  become  greater  and 
greater. 

Mr.  CHILES.  I  wonder  whether  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Maine  can 
enlighten  me  on  this. 

We  were  just  talking  about  our  budget 
figures  when  we  get  ready  for  the  second 
concurrent  resolution.  Have  we  made 
enough  saving  so  that  we  can  take  up 
this  increase  and  not  break  our  budget 
target  figures?  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Maine  can  give  us  figures 
as  to  how  we  stand  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  We  have  made  no  sav- 
ings that  would  permit  us  to  absorb  this 
Increase  without  raising  the  deficit.  I 
presented  some  of  the  figures  already,  in 
my  prepared  statement.  Let  me  add  an- 
other one.  One  of  the  great  pressures  on 
the  budget  is  the  pressure  of  uncontrol- 
lables.  This  has  to  do  with  programs 
which  mandate  by  law  certain  expendi- 
tures— food  stamps  and  veterans  benefits, 
for  example,  and  others. 

Those  kinds  of  expenditures  have  risen 
under  the  pressure  of  the  recession.  With 
more  people  out  of  work,  those  kinds  of 
expenditures  grow.  At  this  moment,  the 
cost  of  those  kinds  of  expenditures  has 
risen  by  $3.9  billion  since  the  budget  res- 
olution of  May.  So  there  is  $3.9  billion 
that  we  have  to  find  a  way  to  absorb  in 
the  budget,  if  we  want  to  hold  the  deficit 
at  $68.8  billion  If  we  do  not  find  a  way 
to  absorb  that  $3.9  billion,  then,  wholly 
because  of  that,  the  deficit  will  go  up  to 
$73  billion.  That  $73  billion  includes  the 
full  pay  increase.  We  are  talking  about 
this  decision  this  afternoon  as  a  way  of 
dropping  that,  because  we  computed  the 
congressional  budget  on  the  basis  of 
what  current  law  requires. 

Mr.  CHILES.  As  I  understand,  we  then 
are  $3.9  billion 


Mr.  MUSKIE.  Over  the  budget,  for 
that  reason  alone. 

Mr.  CHILES.  Today,  we  are  $3.9  billion 
over  our  $69  billion  target. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  That  is  right  for  those 
items. 

Mr.  CHILES.  That  includes  this  3.9, 
which  includes  a  billion  dollars  for  this? 

Mr.   MUSKIE.  That  is  right 

In  addition,  of  course,  in  the  defense 
function,  we  have  the  problem  posed  by 
the  defense  procurement  bill,  which  is 
just  back  from  conference.  I  am  not  sure 
it  is  physically  back  yet,  but  it  has  been 
reported  out.  The  conferees  were  not 
able  to  achieve  the  full  cuts  that  would 
bring  it  in  line  with  the  Senate  action 
earlier  this  year.  I  am  sure  it  was  a  tough 
conference.  I  am  not  passing  judgment 
on  it  at  this  point,  but  that  represents 
additional  spending  for  planes  and  ships, 
for  which  money  must  be  found. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  is  ab- 
solutely correct  In  making  the  point  that 
those  are  the  kinds  of  tradeoffs  we  are 
talking  about. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  in  this 
budget  are  necessary  things:  First  of  all, 
we  changed  the  budget  from  that  of  the 
President  in  order,  in  many,  many  places, 
to  relieve  the  pressures  and  the  burdens 
of  those  at  the  grass  roots  in  this  coun- 
try. We  changed  the  budget  in  the 
health  function,  we  changed  the  budget 
in  income  security,  we  changed  the 
budget  in  the  education  function.  We 
changed  the  budget  in  many  ways  for 
the  purpose  of  relieving  the  pressure  on 
grassroots  Americans  and  in  order  to 
serve  priorities  here  at  home. 

We  cut  foreign  aid:  we  cut  the  budget 
in  other  ways  in  international  affairs. 
We  reduced  defense  spending  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  committee  thought  was 
prudent.  So  there  has  been  a  shift  in 
the  direction  of  trying  to  be  of  assistance 
to  grassroots  Americans. 

This  pay  issue  was  left  fluid.  We  did 
provide  for  the  5-percent  increase.  We 
left  the  remainder  until  such  time  as 
the  President  made  his  recommendations 
and  until  we  could  see  where  the  spend- 
ing decisions  that  we  have  made  since 
would  take  us.  This  is  where  we  are. 

The  Senate,  of  course,  has  the  pre- 
rogative this  afternoon — and  I  emphasize 
that — of  voting  to  increase  the  deficit.  It 
has  the  prerogative  of  voting  to  increase 
the  spending  level  in  the  budget.  That 
prerogative  is  not  denied  the  Senate  by 
the  Budget  Reform  Act  or  by  the 
budget  process- or  by  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget.  The  Senate  can  make  the  de- 
cision today  that  this  pay  increase  is  more 
important  than  holding  the  line  on  the 
deficit  and  holding  the  line  on  Govern- 
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ment  spending.  But  I  think  the  Senate 
ought  to  do  so  with  a  full  recognition  of 
the  facts.  That  has  been  my  posture  all 
summer.  It  is  my  posture  now. 

I  am  as  attracted  by  the  equities  of 
this  proposal  as  any  Senator.  I  think  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  and  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  are  performing  their  duty 
in  presenting  those  equities  to  the  Sen- 
ate this  afternoon,  I  hope  that  when  we 
are  through  with  our  discussion,  follow- 
ing the  presentation  by  the  committee 
and  the  distinguished  chairman  and 
ranking  Republican,  that  the  Senate  will 
be  in  a  position  to  make  its  decision. 
That  is  the  only  role  we  are  trying  to 
play  this  afternoon. 

Under  the  overall  spending  target  of 
the  budget,  as  I  say,  we  tried  to  relieve 
pressures  which  the  President's  budget 
created  for  grassroots  Americans. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield  myself  an  addi- 
tional 5  minutes. 

Nevertheless,  having  done  that,  we 
still  reached  a  ceiling  because  we  were 
required  to  do  so  by  the  law.  The  Senate 
expected  us  to  do  so  and  we  have  set 
that  ceiling.  Now  we  have  to  make  the 
process  of  adhering  to  that  ceiling  one 
of  deliberate  decisionmaking.  That  is 
really  what  it  is  all  about. 

I  am  most  grateful  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Florida  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Georgia,  both  of 
whom  are  members  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget,  for  this  contribution.  I  par- 
ticularly appreciate  the  analysis  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Georgia,  because  he  is 
also  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services.  He  is  much  more  knowl- 
edgeable with  respect  to  the  defense 
budget  than  any  other  member  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Budget  because  no 
other  Member  serves  on  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services.  We  have  looked  to 
him  for  information  and  for  perspective 
on  these  critical  decisions. 

Mr.  STONE.  Will  the  Senator  yield  to 
me  for  1  minute? 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Maine.  H  I  may  make  one  brief  comment, 
I  think  he  is  performing  a  great  service 
here.  The  Senate,  as  he  said,  can  take 
this  deliberate  decision  of  increasing  the 
deficit  if  they,  choose,  but  it  ought  to  be 
a  conscious  decision  and  an  informed  de- 
cision and  I  think  the  Senator  is  per- 
forming a  great  function  there. 

I  also  appreciate  the  positions  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  and  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii,  who  are  also  performing  a 
duty  in  pointing  out  the  equities  on  the 
other  side  of  this  issue.  It  is  a  tough  ques- 
tion, a  tough  tradeoff.  It  is  not  an  easy 


situation  to  tell  anybody  why  they  were 
not  raised  8.6  percent.  But  neither  is  it 
going  to  be  very  easy  next  spring  to  ex- 
plain to  people  all  over  the  country,  who 
work  at  defense  bases,  why  their  jobs  are 
being  terminated  if  that  is  the  choice 
that  has  to  be  made  at  a  later  point.  I 
think  that  is  the  most  likely  choice',  based 
on  the  sentiment  I  have  seen  in  Congress 
so  far. 

The  vote  in  the  Senate  today  is  on  the 
size  of  the  annual  pay  increase  for  mili- 
tary and  civil  servants,  either  5  percent 
as  recommended  by  the  President  or  8.66 
percent.  Unfortunately,  on  this  vote 
there  is  no  opportunity  to  eliminate 
Members  of  Congress  from  this  pay 
raise.  I  voted  last  July  to  eliminate  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  from  this  raise  because 
we  should  actually  take  the  lead  in  belt- 
tightening  during  this  period  of  economic 
hardship. 

The  country  continues  to  face  near 
double-digit  inflation.  We  see  it  in  our 
food  prices,  in  the  increasing  price  of 
fuel,  in  high  interest  rates,  and  in  vir- 
tually everything  we  buy.  At  the  same 
time,  there  are  over  8  million  Americans 
unemployed. 

Many  Americans  strongly  believe,  as  I 
do,  that  excessive  Federal  spending  has 
been  an  important  contributor  to  these 
problems'. 

When  my  own  State  of  Georgia  was 
faced  with  the  question  of  granting  pay 
raises  to  State  employees,  the  State 
elected  to  exercise  strict  budget  controls 
and  maintain  fiscal  responsibility.  Vir- 
tually no  one  received  an  increase  as  large 
as  5  percent  and  many  received  no  in- 
crease at  all.  I  would  like  to  see  the 
Federal  Government  also  follow  the 
principle  of  fiscal  responsibility. 

Today's  vote,  however,  is  a  choice  be- 
tween a  5-  and  a  8.66-percent  in- 
crease. The  economic  impact  of  an  8.66 
percent  pay  raise  is  much  broader  than 
the  actual  $1.4  billion  cost  above  the  5- 
percent  raise  and  the  ripple  effect  of  the 
higher  pay  increase  will  be  felt  through- 
out the  economy.  Many  off -budget  agen- 
cies, State  and  local  government  em- 
ployees are  indirectly  linked  to  Federal 
salaries. 

There  is  a  second  consideration  which 
many  Americans  are  not  aware  of.  In  my 
opinion,  real  defense  spending  will  have 
to  be  reduced  by  almost  $1  billion  if  the 
higher  pay  increase  is  accepted.  Signifi- 
cant, cuts  have  already  been  made  in 
defense  spending;  further  cuts  pose  a 
serious  threat  to  the  ability  of  our  armed 
forces  to  fulfill  our  national  security 
goals. 

Of  course,  in  the  defense  area,  this 
increase  could  be  absorbed  by  increas- 
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ing  the  national  defense  budget  target 
with  a  corresponding  increase  in' the 
budget  deficit,  but  in  my  opinion,  this  is 
highly  unlikely  based  on  the  mood  of 
Congress. 

It  is  more  realistic  to  expect  that  the 
higher  increase  in  pay  would  have  to  be 
absorbed  within  the  current  defense 
budget  which  would  mean  either  an  ac- 
tual reduction  in  personnel  or  in  the 
procurement  of  aircraft,  ships  and  mis- 
siles, or  more  likely,  drastic  reductions 
in  all  of  these  categories. 

There  would  be  considerable  pressure 
to  concentrate  these  cuts  in  the  person- 
nel area.  In  fact,  there  have  already  been 
proposals  to  make  further  cuts  in  per- 
sonnel. To  absorb  the  difference  of  near- 
ly $1  billion  in  the  defense  category — 5 
percent  versus  8.66  percent — in  the  per- 
sonnel •  accounts  at  this  time  could  re- 
quire cuts  in  defense  civilian  and  mili- 
tary personnel  of  hundreds  of  thousands. 
Such  cuts  are  unacceptable  in  terms  of 
our  national  security  and  in  the  loss  of 
jobs  of  thousands  of  Americans  involved 
in  defense. 

In  effect,  many  defense  workers  would 
lose  their  jobs  to  permit  others  to  enjoy 
a  larger  pay  increase. 

In  times  of  economic  hardships,  the 
Federal  Government  must  exercise  fiscal 
responsibility  in  all  areas  of  Government 
spending,  including  matters  of  pay.  For 
these  reasons,  I  am  voting  against  the 
8.66-percent  increase. 

Mr.  STONE.  Will  the  Senator  yield  me 
1  minute? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
and  then  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's additional  time  has  expired.  Who 
yields  additional  time?  . 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  STONE.  Mr.  President,  even  if  a 
conscious  decision  were  to  be  made  by 
the  Senate  to  increase  the  deficit  by 
this  amount,  the  fact  that  the  Senate 
has  included  in  a  straight  "up  or  down 
vote,  with  no  ability  to  separate  the 
votes,  the  vote  relating  to  a  pay  raise 
for  the  general  Federal  employees,  cou- 
pling that  with  a  required  pay  raise  at 
that  amount  for  Congressmen  and  Sen- 
ators, would  invalidate,  in  the  view  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Florida  and 
others,  this  vote. 

We  have  set  up  a  continuing  conflict 
of  interest  by  including  Congressmen 
and  Senators  within  the  ranks  of  Fed- 
eral employees.  I  think  it  is  a  bad  mis- 
take and  will  make  it  very  much  more 
difficult  for  those  who  would  like  to  vote 


for  a  pay  raise  for  others  to  vote  for  one 
for  themselves. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
yielding. 

Did  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
wish  me  to  yield  to  him? 

Mr.  WEICKER.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Ohio,  but  I  am 
sure  I  can  get  2  minutes  from  the  Sen- 
ator from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much. 

I  listened  with  interest  to  the  senti- 
ment expressed  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  and  I  must  say,  I  am  in  strong 
agreement  with-  it.     - 

When  this  Commission  for  Pay  Pro- 
cedure was  set  up  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, I  objected  to  it  at  that  time. 
I  voted  against  it  at  that  time.  I  have 
voted  against  every  pay  increase  that 
has  been  proposed  under  it  that  included 
the  Senate  and  Congress — I  think  those 
are  all  of  the  increases — because  of  my 
objections  that  the  principle  involved 
seems  to  me  to  be  wrong. 

Yet  I  think  that  today  we  face  a  very, 
very  difficult  decision,  because  it  does 
involve  a  conflict  of  interest.  We  have  to 
weigh  this  conflict  of  interest  with  the 
equities  and  needs  of  those  who  are  af- 
fected— those,  of  course,  being  all  the 
lower  paid  employees  and  the  military 
and  also,  I  find,  about  500,000  black  lung 
recipients  and  their  beneficiaries.  This 
puts  us,  I  think,  in  a  very,  very  difficult 
position. 

I  have  examined  this  carefully  and  I 
should  like  at  this  point  to  make  a 
parliamentry  inquiry  of  the  Chair  as  to 
whether  an  amendment  to  this  resolu- 
tion would  be  in  order  to  excise  Senators' 
salaries  and  Representatives'  salaries 
from  this  measure? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sena- 
tor from  Ohio  is  advised  amendments 
are  not  in  order.  ' 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  thank  the  Chair  for  its 
opinion.  I  understood  that  was  the  case. 

Mr.  NUNN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  brief  comment? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  without  losing  my  right 
to  the  floor. 

Mr.  NUNN.  I  agree  v.sth  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  and  the  Senator  from  Florida 
on  the  points  made.  That  was  my  position 
when  it  came  up  in  July.  I  just  want  to 
echo  the  sentiments  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  want  to  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Georgia  for  his  comment. 

I  have  examined  what  we  have  done 


324 


In  this  regard,  and  I  want  to  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  Senate  to  the  measure 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives by  my  colleague,  Representative 
Mosher,  under  H.R.  9336.  This  measure 
is  one  that  I  expect  in  the  very  near 
future  to  introduce  in  this  body,  and  I 
welcome  any  Senators  who  wish  to  co- 
sponsor  it. 

The  effect  of  it  would  be  similar  to  what 
has  been  the  rule  of  the  State  of  Ohio 
for  as  long  as  I  remember,  and  certainly 
when  I  was  in  the  State  legislature.  That 
is  a  law  that  no  member  of  the  general 
assembly  could  receive  a  pay  raise  unless 
a  general  election  intervened  between 
the  time  the  raise  was  voted  and  the 
time  it  went  into  effect. 

Mr.  President,  this  law  has  worked 
very  well  in  Ohio.  I  realize  in  regard  to  a 
, 6-year  term  there  is  a  problem  involved 
because  there  would  be  a  bar  against  any 
increase  for  U.S.  Senators  for  a  period 
of  6  years  if  it  applied  consistently. 

However,  this  measure  would  only  bar 
Senators  from  a  salary  increase  for  the 
2-year  Congress  in  which  they  are 
elected.  It  seems  to  me,  this  is  all  right 
because  there  is  also  a  House  control 
and  a  reelected  House  that  goes  into 
office,  would  have  a  control  over  our 
salaries  as  well  as  ourselves,  so  I  resolved 
that  conflict  with  regard  to  the  applica- 
tion of  this  measure  to  the  Senate. 

We  are'  already  in  a  jam  now  as  to 
whether  we  vote  a  salary  increase  for 
ourselves  and  break  the  principle  involved 
at  this  time  or  whether  we  prevent  those 
who,  I  think,  are  entitled  to  a  comparable 
cost-of-living  increase  from  getting  that 
cost-of-living  increase. 

Faced  with  this  dilemma,  I  have 
struggled  with  myself  somewhat,  and  I 
find  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  8.66  per- 
cent for  the  Federal  employees  and 
others  who,  I  think,  really  need  it  under 
the  current  economic  circumstances, 
even  though  I  think  it  is  basically  wrong 
for  the  Senate,  insofar  as  it  itself  is  con- 
cerned. But  that  is  a  decision  which  I 
opposed  when  it  came  up  or*  the  Senate 
floor  just  a  while  ago,  and  when  we  put 
ourselves  in  this  situation  once  more. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  continue  to  con- 
sider remedies  that  might  be  enacted  to 
cure  this  situation.  It  just  has  not  worked 
very  well. 

If  we  get  this  increase,  it  will  be  the 
first  increase  we  have  gotten  since  the 
system  went  into  effect  in  1969,  and  cer- 
tainly nobody  can  say  that  is  a  system 
that  has  worked  very  well  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. I  think  the  country  would 
far  rather  see  us  stop  trying  to  hide  be- 
hind some  pay  commission  or  advisory 


committee  procedure,  such  as  we  cur- 
rently have,  and  vote  up  or  down  and 
separately  from  other  considerations  on 
the  salaries  that  we  set  for  ourselves. 

Mr.  President,  did  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  wish  to  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  have  no  questions,  but  I 
would  like  to  have  2  or  3  minutes. 

Mr.  McGEE.  The  Senator  asked  for  a 
little  free  time  if  there  was  any  remain- 
ing. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield  for 
a  question.  .    . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  expired 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  commend  the  Sena- 
tor from  Maine  for  what  he  did  here  on 
the  floor  and  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
and  the  Senator  from  Florida  in  explain- 
ing the  options  we  have.  • 

Although  this  particular  issue  applies 
to  more  than  military,  whether  it  be  mili- 
tary personnel  and  civilians  included 
within  the  military,  I  think  it  is  Impor- 
tant since  it  has  most  of  its  impact  on 
the  military,  and  what  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  and  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Maine  have  said 
about  it  should  be  understood  and,  as  I 
see  it,  it  is  basically  this,  and  I  would 
like  the  Senator  from  Maine's  observa- 
tions. 

Basically,  when  we  set  a  target  in 
terms  of  military  outlays  and  authoriza- 
tions for  this  country  it  is  a  little  bit 
different  in  functional  area  than  others 
because  that  is  all  in  it,  so  we  do  not 
have  all  the  confusion  in  it  about  four 
different  functional  areas  mixed  here 
and  there.  It  is  all  In  one.  So  we 
have  got  one  figure  that  we  came  out  of 
conference  with,  and  it  has  got  to  cover 
both  procurement  and  personnel. 

It  is  my  observation  and,  therefore,  I 
am  very  concerned  as  to  the  military, 
that  Congress  is  probably  not  going  to 
exceed  the  total  figure  in  target  area 
either  as  outlays  or  as  authorizations, 
and  I  think  our  vote  on  the  procurement 
measure  the  other  day  is  pretty  indica- 
tive that  we  are  going  to  use  that  figure 
or  pretty  close  to  it. 

_  I  think  the  point  has  been  made  that 
$1.2  billion  out  of  this  has  to  fit  in  that 
total  figure,  and  you  have  got  to  find  it 
within  the  total  one  way  or  the  other 
and,  as  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Georgia  said,  the  procurement  bill  the 
other  day  clearly  indicates  that  there 
is  not  much  room  there. 

So  for  those  who  are  on  the  payroll  of 
the  military  or  the  military's  civilians 
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they  are  confronted  with  a  serious  issue 
and  that  is  are  we  going  to  add  $1.2  bil- 
lion down  the  line  for  the  total  military 
or  are  we  going. to  stick  with  our  original, 
and  if  we  stick  with  the  original  and 
vote  in  the  8.66  percent  then  we  are  go- 
ing to  find  $1.2  billion  somewhere  as  a 
cut  and,  I  believe,  it  will  be  either  in 
equipment,  R.  &  D.,  but  most  logically  it 
will  be  in  personnel,  and  it  probably  will 
be  people  without  jobs  in  the  military 
rather  than  whether  they  got  8.66  per- 
cent. That  is  my  own  analysis  of  it. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  5  percent. 
I  think  the  "committee  has  done  an  ad- 
mirable job  of  presenting  equity  and 
fair  play.  Nonetheless,  I  think  we  have 
to  look  at  this  functional  category  alone, 
set  an  example  and,  I  think,  maybe  out 
there  many  Americans  will  be  looking 
at  this  as  to  whether  or  not  we  want  to 
sacrifice  a  little  bit  for  the  benefit  of 
fiscal  responsibility,  strong  military,  and 
meeting  our  other  social  goals  in  that 
budget.  Otherwise,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  add  more.  I  do  not  see  how  we  are  go- 
ing to  do  it  otherwise,  and  we  are  al- 
ready over  it  because  of  things  we  can- 
not control. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  May  I  just  respond? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  the  Senator  to  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Just  10  seconds.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  clearly 
spelled  out  the  options  available  to  us, 
and  I  commend  him  for  his  articulate- 
ness  and  his  commitment  to  the  budget. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Maine. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  WEICKER.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  express  my  opposition  to  any  pay 
raise  for  Members  of  Congress. 

Under  Public  Law  94-82,  which  I  sup- 
ported, the  military,  Federal  judges,  Fed- 
eral employees,  Members  of  Congress, 
and  officials  of  the  executive  branch  will 
receive,  for  the  first  time,  a  cost-of-liv- 
ing increase  under  the  Federal  Pay  Com- 
parability Act  of  1970. 

Unfortunately,  Congress  does  not  de- 
serve a  pay  raise.  In  the  past,  I  have  con- 
tinually stated  my  strong  belief  that  a 
raise  in  congressional  salaries  is  needed. 
The  time  has  come  to  earn  it. 

To  vote  this  raise  in  the  face  of  Con- 
gress* failure  to  deal  with  the  Nation's 
needs  is  gross. 

The  American  people  are  asking  how  a 
Congress  which  cannot  vote  energy  pol- 
icy can  vote  itself  a  pay  raise.  I  do  not 
have  an  answer. 


Therefore,  I  will  cast  a  vote  of  protest, 
the  only  vote  possible  against  both  an 
8.6-percent  and  a  5-percent  increase.  I 
will  vote  present. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  BELLMON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  President,  as  a  member  of  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee, 
also  as  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Budget  Committee,  I  view  the  resolution 
before  us  this  afternoon  in  a  different 
light,  perhaps,  than  other  Members.  I 
have  long  been  deeply  involved  .and 
deeply  concerned  regarding  the  issue  of 
Federal  pay  scales. 

Anyone  who  studies  the  problem  will 
have  to  realize  that  there  is  a  serious  dif- 
ficulty in  the  discrepancy  in  the  pay 
scales  between  certain  Government 
workers  and  some  in  the  civilian  sector. 
This  makes  it  difficult  for  some  Depart- 
ments to  recruit  the  talent  they  need  in 
competition  with  the  private  sector. 

Also,  there  is  the  serious  problem  of 
compaction  between  upper  level  Gov- 
ernment employees. 

We  have,  as  has  been  said,  a  problem 
where  in  many  cases  we  have  employees 
working  at  the  same  pay  scale  even 
though  some  have  far  greater  responsi- 
bilities than  others. 

The  problem  with  Senate  Resolution 
239  is  that  it  does  not  deal  realistically 
with  either  of  those  problems. 

There  is  nothing  here  that  will  relieve 
the  problem  of  compaction  and  there  is 
obviously  not  going  to  be  any  real  equal- 
ization of  pay  scales  between  civilian  and 
the  private  sector  when  the  adjustment 
is  either  5  or  8.66  percent. 

Therefore,  for  those  reasons,  as  \vell 
as  budgetary  reasons,  I  must  oppose  and 
urge  my  colleagues  to  oppose  Senate  Res- 
olution 239. 

--Tliis  resolution  would  simply  remove 
the  proposed  5 -percent  cap  on  Federal 
salaries  which  was  recommended  and  in 
its  place  would  cause  an  increase  of  8.66 
percent  to  occur,  effective  October  1. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  is  that  the 
budget  impact  of  5  percent  versus  8.66 
percent  is  enormous.  While  a  differ- 
ence of  3.66  percentage  points  does  not 
sound  like  a  lot,  a  total  saving  or  extra 
expense  of  more  than  $1.5  billion  is  in- 
volved; For  this  fiscal  year  alone.  Rarely 
will  this  body  have  the  opportunity  to 
decide  in  a  single  vote  whether  an  entire 
$1.5  billion  is  all  spent  in  1  year  or  all 
saved — but  that  is  what  we  intend  to  de- 
cide when  we  count  our  votes — and  the 
$1.5  billion  impact  is  only  a  9-month  fis- 
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cal  year  1976  impact.  This  decision  today 
will  affect  fiscal  year  1977  to  the  extent 
of  about  $2  billion. 

.  This  pay  proposal  involves  about  2 
million  civilian  Federal  Government  em- 
ployees, about  half  of  whom  are  De- 
partment of  Defense  civilians,  and  the 
proposal  also  covers  all  military  person- 
nel. Not  included  are  Postal  Service 
workers  which  is  considered  an  "off- 
budget"  agency. 

Each  of  us  has  some  of  these  3  million 
people  as  constituents  so  it  may  not  be 
easy  to  ask  these  people  to  limit  their 
salary  increases  to  5  percent.  I  think  in 
ordinary  times  the  Senate  would  not  even 
consider  such  a  thing.  But  these  are  not 
normal  times. 

We  are  facing  both  high  unemploy- 
ment and  inflation,  and  anything  this 
Congress  can  do  to  improve  either  one 
of  those  critical  conditions  is  certainly  in 
order.    - 

About  8  million  Americans  are  un- 
employed and  recent  indicators  clearly 
demonstrate  that  all  Americans  are  being 
adversely  affected  by  the  inflationary 
pressures  illustrated  by  the  Increase  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  the  Wholesale 
Price  Index,  and  the  pressures  of  in- 
creases in  prices  on  steel  and  aluminum. 
An  8.66-percent  salary  increase  will  only 
add  to  that  pressure. 

This  vote  today  is  important  for  an- 
other reason.  All  kinds  of  wage  discus- 
sions are  held  every  day  throughout  this 
country  whether  it  is  an  entrepreneur 
holding  a  salary  discussion  with  an  in- 
dividual employee  or  a  collective  bar- 
gaining discussion  involving  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  workers.  It  is  going  to  be 
hard  for  us  in  Congress  to  expect  the  pri- 
vate sector  in  these  wage  discussions  not 
to  be  affected  by  Congress'  decision  with 
regard  to  Federal  employees.  We  have  the 
opportunity  to  demonstrate  once  again 
that  Congress  is  aware  of  the  fiscal  re- 
straint necessary  to  guide  this  country 
through  the  perilous  times  of  extraordi- 
narily high  inflation  and  unacceptably 
high  unemployment.  The  action  we  take 
today  will  help  improve  both  of  these 
problems.  - 

As  we  have  described  on  previous  oc- 
casions, the  congressional  budget  which 
was  overwhelmingly  approved  by  this 
body,  included  outlays  and  revenues  of  a 
level  which  lead  to  a  deficit  of  almost  $70 
billion,  and  that  deficit  now  threatens  to 
be  even  higher.  It  is  becoming  more  and 
more  difficult  to  hold  the  deficit  to  that 
level.  On  military  procurement  and  on 
child  nutrition  we  have  asked  the  con- 
ferees to  seek  additional  cuts  and  on  the 
Labor-HEW  bill  which  was  discussed  yes- 


terday and  we  have  cautioned  the  confer- 
ees to  explore  ways  of  reducing  outlays. 
Yet  in  this  resolution  we  have  an  issue 
which  potentially  has  an  even  greater 
budgetary  impact  than  those  other  three 
Issues  combined. 

This  budget  cannot  afford  to  lose  all 
that  has  been  gained  or  will  be  gained 
in  savings  in  military  procurement,  in 
child  nutrition  and  in  the  Labor-HEW 
bill  by  spending  an  extra  $1.5  billion  on 
Senate  Resolution  235.  These  times  de- 
mand restraint  at  every  quarter,  includ- 
ing Federal  pay  increases,  and  I  urge 
the  Senate  to  defeat  this  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  6 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr..  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Hawaii 
for  yielding  time  to  me  at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  before  the 
Senate  is  not  whether  there  shall  be  a 
pay  raise  for  Federal  white-collar 
workers  or  not.  The  issue  is  whether  the 
Federal  payroll  shall  be  increased  by 
$3,946,000,000,  or  whether  it  shall  be 
increased  only  by  $2,346,000,000,  a  dif- 
ference of  $1,603,000,000. 

A  "yes"  vote  would  increase  the  Fed- 
eral payroll  by  approximately  the  $4  bil- 
lion figure  that  I  suggested.  A  "no"  vote 
would  increase  the  Federal  payroll  by  $2,- 
346,000,000,.  a  not  inconsiderable  item. 

I  might  state  that  it  has  been  my  ex- 
perience with  the  defense  and  Federal 
installations  in  my  State  that  each  time 
the  Federal  pay  rate  is  increased,  it  re- 
sults in  rifs;  it  results  in  reductions  in 
force  at  the  various  Federal  installa- 
tions. I  would  assume  that  if  this  $4  bil- 
lion figure  is  added  to  the  Federal  pay- 
roll that  we  will  have  in  my  State  and 
throughout  the  country  literally  thou- 
sands of  Federal  employees  who  will  lose 
their  jobs. 

At  this  time,  the  difference  between 
the  5 -percent  pay  raise  proposed  by  the 
President  and  the  8.6  percent  rate  pro- 
posed by  the  pay  scale  agency  is  $1,600,- 
000,000. 

The  Senator  from  Alabama  believes  it 
Is  not  to  be  good  business  to  increase 
the  deficit  by  a  $1,600,000,000  figure  at 
this  time.  *» 

What  would  happen  to  the  3.6-percent 
increase?  Would  it  be  lost  forever  if  the 
5  percent  figure  is  accepted?  It  would 
not.  It  would  carry  over  to  the  next  year, 
and  if  the  comparability  comparison 
with  private  employment  was  still  out  of 
line  that  figure  would  be  taken  into  ac- 
count next  year.  So  at  worst,  then,  it 
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would  be  a  deferral  of  the  3.6  rather 
than  the  loss  of  It  forever. 

Mr.  President,  aside  from  the  merits 
of  the  question,  I  wish  the  status  of  the 
Federal  Treasury  was  such  that  we  could 
give  this  8.6-percent  raise.  I  like  to  see 
people  compensated  for  their  services.  I 
like  to  see  the  loyal  Federal  employees 
adequately  compensated.  I  wish  the  sit- 
uation was  such  that  I  could,  in  good 
conscience,  vote  for  the  8.66-percent  fig- 
ure. But  I  cannot,  in  view  of  the  eco- 
nomic conditions  throughout  the  coun- 
try; in  view  of  the  fact  that  nearly  10 
million  Americans  are  out  of  jobs;  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  this  will  add  to  the 
unemployment  if  we  go  for  the  higher 
figure;  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  will 
add  $1.6  billion  to  the  deficit,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  it  will  add  fuel  to  the 
fires  of  inflation.  I  am  going  to  have  to 
vote  "No."  I  am  not  voting  against  a 
Federal  pay  increase;  I  am  voting  for  a 
6 -percent  increase  proposed  by  the 
President 

They  talk  about  white-collar  Jobs. 
Well,  that  is  true,  but  it  also  raises  the 
Vice  President's  salary;  it  raises  the  sal- 
ary of  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  and  every  Federal  judge  in  the 
country;  it  raises  the  salary  of  every 
Cabinet  officer.  There  is  a  whole  lot 
involved  here. 

I  might  say,  when  the  schedule  was 
prepared  for  the  raising  of  the  salaries 
of  the  Members  of  Congress,  I  opposed 
that  effort  of  putting  Members  of  Con- 
gress under  this  automatic  pay  raise 
schedule  every  year.  I  pointed  out  at 
that  time  that  we  were  building  in  a 
conflict  of  interest  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress because  each  year  we  would  be 
called  upon  to  set  a  high  figure  or  a  low 
figure.  We  will  have  to  decide  whether 
our  salaries  will  be  raised  more  or  less 
each  year.  It  does  create  a.  conflict  of 
interest  involving  every  Member  of  Con- 
gress. Even  though  I  was  able  to  sur- 
mount all  of  the  other  objections  to  the 
8.6-percent  figure,  I  would  have  to  vote 
against  it  because  of  this  conflict  of  in- 
terest that  has  been  voted  upon  the 
Members  of  Congress  without  the  ap- 
proval of  many  of  us. 

Since  we  do  have  a  conflict  of  interest 
here  in  the  setting  of  our  own  salaries 
at  the  5 -percent  increase  or  the  8.66- 
percent  increase,  a  conflict  of  interest  is 
there  and  the  only  way  to  resolve  a  con- 
flict of  interest,  it  seems  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama,  is  to  vote  against  one's 
own  self-interest.  So,  if  for  no  other 
reason  I  would  have  to  oppose  the  larger 
increase  because  I  would  have  a  personal 
benefit  from  that.  I  am  going  to  resolve 
this  conflict  of  interest  that  every  Mem- 
ber has  by  voting  for  the  5-percent  in- 


crease   and    against    the    8.66-percent 

IllCrG£LS6 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
floor  leader. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  today  to  express 
my  support  for  Senate  Resolution  239 
despite  my  firm  belief  that  if  inflation 
is  to  be  brought  under  control,  the  Con- 
gress must  help  lead  the  way  by  practic- 
ing restraint  in  Federal  spending. 

This  was  my  reasoning  for  voting 
against  including  Members  of  Congress 
and  supergrade  Federal  employees  in  the 
automatic  pay  raise  earlier  this  session.  I 
still  maintain  that  this  is  the  correct 
decision. 

In  spite  of  these  reservations,  I  am 
voting  for  Senate  Resolution  239.  My  de- 
cision to  support  the  resolution  was  in- 
fluenced by  the  fact  that  Federal 
employees  in  lower  classifications  merit 
an  increase,  although  I  do  not  believe 
that  supergrades  and  the  Congress 
should  be  carried  along  with  them  in 
their  legislation.  In  addition,  postal  and 
wage-grade  employees  have  already  re- 
ceived increases  under  separate  pay- 
setting  systems. 

However,  the  determining  factor  in  my 
suoport  was  because  of  what  this  action 
will  mean  for  this  country's  500,000  black 
lung  victims  and  dependents,  more  than 
55,000  who  live  in  my  St^te  of  Kentucky. 
I  want  to  remind  my  colleagues  that  the 
black  lung  benefits  to  these  disabled  coal 
minerss  their  widows  and  denendents, 
are  pegged  directly  to  the  Federal  pay 
schedule,  being  based  on  a  Dercentage  of 
the  monthly  pav  of  the  Federal  GS-2, 
step  1  classification:  To  these  persons, 
many  of  whom  have  no  other  source  of 
income,  the  difference  between  a  5 -per- 
cent, and  an  8.66-percent  raise  means 
more  than  we  can  realize. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that 
these  people  require  an  increase  in  their 
benefits.  And  I  would  hope  that  my  col- 
leagues are  in  agreement  that  the  wrong 
place  to  start  cutting  back  Federal  ex- 
penditures is  when  it  affects  programs 
that  assist  those  on  low  and  fixed  in- 
comes, the  people  who  are  hardest  hit  by 
the  present  burdens  of  inflation. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Alaska 
(Mr.  Stevens)  ,  a  member  of  the  commit- 
tee and  one  of  the  leaders  in  the  fore- 
front of  this  issue.  How  much  time  re- 
mains on  the  affirmative  side,  Mr. 
President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
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ator  from  Wyoming  has  16  minutes. 

Mr.  FONG.  How  much  time  remains 
to  the  other  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There  are 
3  minutes  remaining  to  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii. 

Mr.  McGEE.  How  about  8  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  Is  recognized  for  8 
minutes. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  Mr.  President,  I  sup- 
port the  resolution  (S.  Res.  239)  before 
us  to  disapprove  the  President's  proposal 
of  a  5-percent  comparability  pay  increase 
for  the  general  schedule  employees  and 
military  personnel.  I  think  we  are  all 
very  much  In  favor  of  the  President's 
attempt  to  stem  the  tide  of  inflation  and 
to  keep  the  Federal  deficit  from  becom- 
ing totally  unmanageable.  His  sugges- 
tion of  limiting  a  Federal  salary  increase 
to  5  percent  is  made,  I  know,  because  of 
his  efforts  to  combat  inflation  and  to 
keep  the  budget  deficit  as  low  as  possible. 

However,  I  again  have  to  object,  as  I 
have  in  the  past,  to  the  practice  of  sin- 
gling out  the  white  collar  Federal  em- 
ployees and  our  military  personnel  to 
shoulder  the  burden  of  our  battle  against 
inflation  and  budget  deficits,  for  I  think 
it  is  wrong. 

These  Federal  employees  are' justified, 
in  expecting  an  8.66  percent  salary  in- 
crease as  recommended  by  the  Presi- 
dent's Federal  pay  advisers.  We  all  know 
the  background  of  the  act.  There  just 
does  not  seem  to  be  any  equity  if  we  take 
the  position,  as  has  been  suggested  'here, 
that  one  set  of  Federal  employees  receive 
a  3  to  5  percent  lower  salary  adjustment 
than  other  Federal  employees.  This  is 
particularly  so"  in  view  of  what  has  oc- 
curred already  in  regard  to  the  postal 
employees  salary  increase  and  in  terms 
of  the  increases  that  will  be  paid  to  the 
wage  grade  employees.  To  take  the  action 
recommended  here  today  of  limiting  the 
general  schedule  employees  and  the  mili- 
tary employees  to  5  percent  would  be  to 
in  essence  discriminate  against  them. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  special  point. 
That  is  that  for  the  first  time  since  this 
act  was  passed,  the  President's  advisers, 
who  are  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  the  Fed- 
eral Employees'  Pay  Council,  and  the 
President's  Advisory  Commission  on 
Federal  Pay,  are  unanimous  in  their  rec- 
ommending 8.66  percent  as  a  proper 
salary  Increase  for  Federal  employees 
covered  by  this  act. 

Since  this  is  the  first  time  in  history 
that  these  advisers  have  been  unanimous 


in  their  recommendations  as  to  the  per- 
centage increase  which  Federal  employ- 
ees covered  by  the  act  should  receive,  I 
think  we  should  not  disapprove  the  8.66 
percent  and  therefore  place  upon  these 
employees  this  unwarranted  restriction. 

I  would  point  out  to  the  Senate  that 
those  of  us  who  are  football  fans  at  the 
present  time  wonder  about  the  fate  of 
the  football  games  on  Sundays.  We  have 
watched  the  teachers'  pay  strikes 
throughout  the  country.  We  have 
watched  increasing  strife  that  has  led  to 
strikes  in  areas  where  they  have  been 
unknown  in  the  past. 

I  was  amazed,  on  my  last  trip  home, 
to  be  visited  by  representatives  of  Gov- 
ernment employees  and  postal  workers, 
who  inquired  of  me  what  my  position 
would  be  with  regard  to  giving  those 
employees  the.right  to  strike. 

I  had  to  inform  them  that  I  had  not 
made  up  my  mind  on  that  issue  yet.  But 
I  do  think  that  if  there  is  any  one  pres- 
sure that  will  put  that  issue  before  Con- 
gress it  is  the  continued  neglect  of  a  just 
Federal  employee  pay.  Federal  employees 
would  be,  in  my  opinion,  entirely  war- 
ranted in  bringing  the  issue  before  Con- 
gress, particularly  if  we  do  not  approve 
the  8.66  percent  increase  after  the 
unanimous  recommendation  for  the  in- 
crease from  all  of  those  who  are  charged 
by  the  law  with  examining  the  problem 
of  comparability  and  the  differential  in 
pay  for  Federal  employees  as  compared 
to  all  others  in  our  work  force. 

I  am  sure  our  colleague  from  Hawaii 
has  mentioned  that  we  are  dealing  with 
only  4  percent  of  the  total  work  force 
of  the  United  States;  and  they  are  to 
be  told  that  they  alone  are  under  wage 
control;  they  are  to  receive  5  percent 
salary  increase.  Again  if  there  Is  any  one 
issue  that  will  absolutely  bring  to  the  top 
and  into  the  forefront  the  demand  for 
the  right  to  strike  for  Government 
workers,  I  think  it  will  be  an  action  to 
limit  their  pay  increase  to  5  percent, 
when  all  of  those  charged  by  this.  Con- 
gress to  look  into  the  matter  have  unan- 
imously said  8.66  percent  is  warranted. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  First  of  all,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding.  I  support  the 
resolution  of  disapproval  with  him.  As 
I  understand  from  what  he  has.  been 
saying  the  postal  workers,  postal  em- 
ployees, and  500,000  wage  rate  employ- 
ees already  have  had  substantially  high- 
er increases  in  their  salaries  and  pay 
than  the  8.66  percent  which  was  recom- 
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mended  for  the  civil  service  employees 
and  the  military  employees;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.   STEVENS.  That  Is  correct. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  So,  should  the  pay 
increase  for  civil  service  and  military 
employees  be  limited  to  5  percent,  they 
would  not  "be  treated  equitably  in  com- 
parison with  the  other  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I  think  they  would  be 
discriminated  against. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  In  other  words,  they 
would  be  treated  as  second-class  citizens 
as  far  as  their  pay  is  concerned,  in  the 
immediate  future? 

Mr.  STEVENS.  They  would  be  the  only 
employees  in  the  country  who  would  still 
be  under  wage  control  as  a  matter  of 
Federal  policy,  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much  for  supplying  me  with  that 
information,  which  convinces  me  that 
the  resolution  of  disapproval  should  be 
supported,  this  afternoon,  even  though 
it  is  unfortunate,  in  this  Senator's  opin- 
ion, that  the  salaries  of  Members  of 
Congress  are  and  will  be  included  in 
whatever  action  we  take. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  That  would  be  my  last 
point,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  for  his 
comments. 

We  took  an  action  here  a  few  weeks 
ago  to  include  Members  of  Congress,  the 
executive  branch,  and  the  judicial  branch 
who  have  not  received  any  pay  adjust- 
ments since  1969  under  the  provisions 
on  automatic  increases  of  the  1970  act. 

It  does  seem  to  me  that  a  comment  I 
heard  on  the  radio  this  morning  that  we 
were  being  asked  to  vote  a  pay  increase 
for  ourselves  for  the  second  time  is  rath- 
er improper.  I  heard  that  on  one  of  the 
national  radio  networks  as  I  drove  in  to 
work,  that  for  the  second  time  we  are 
being  asked  to  vote  on  the  issue  of  pay 
increases.  This  resolution  would  not  ef- 
fect a  second  pay  increase  for  Congress, 
obviously.  What  it  does  is  to  carry  out 
the  intent  of  what  we  did  prior  to  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's time  is  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield  the  Senator  2  more 
minutes. 

Mr.  STEVENS.  I.thank  the  Senator. 

The  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of 
1970  established  a  workable  mechanism 
by  which  Federal  employees  will  re- 
ceive pay  equal  to  that  received  in  private 
industry  for  equivalent  work.  As  men- 
tioned before,  this  act  does  not  cover  al- 
most 500,000  wage  grade  employees  and 
over  700,000  postal  employees.  Postal  em- 
ployees have  recently  ratified  their  nego- 


tiated contract  with  the  U.S.  Postal  Serv- 
ice. In  addition  many  wage  grade  em- 
ployees have  either  received  or  are  sched- 
uled to  receive  pay  increases  shortly.  In 
fact  we  hear  that  local  Federal  wage 
grade  employees  will  be  receiving  an  8  to 
10  percent  salary  increase.  These  raises 
are  automatic  because  their  salaries  are 
geared  to  local  geographic  conditions. 

Not  only  must  we  consider  the  inequity 
of  requesting  certain  Federal  employees 
to  receive  a  salary  increase  less  than  is 
deserved,  but  we  must  also  look  at  our 
role  as  members  of  the  legislative  branch 
and  the  law.  In  1970,  Congress,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  executive  branch, 
enacted  through  legislation  the  _  Pay 
Comparability  Act  of  1970  to  Insure  that 
our  general  schedule  employees  would  re- 
ceive equal  pay  for  equal  work  prevail- 
ing in  private  industry.  To  insure  this 
equality  a  workable  mechanism  was  set 
up.  Now  we  have  a  situation  whereby, 
and  let  me  again  stress,  that  the  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission, the  Federal  Employees'  Pay 
Council,  and  the  President's  Advisory 
Commission  on  Federal  Pay  are  unani- 
mous in  recommending  an  8.66  percent 
increase  in  salaries  for  Federal  employees 
covered  by  the  1970  act.  Let  me  again 
remind  my  colleagues  that  this  is  the 
first  time  in  the  history  of  the  act  that 
these  advisers  to  the  President  have  been 
unanimous  in  their  recommendations  in 
the  percent  of  a  salary  increase  which 
Federal  employees  covered  by  the  act 
would  receive.  We  clearly  know  the  intent 
of  the  law  with  regard  to  a  salary  ad- 
justment and  we  have  unanimous  agree- 
ment on  what  percent  increase  is  neces- 
sary to  comply  with  the  law,  and  yet  we 
have  been  asked  to  let  certain  Federal 
employees  receive  less  than  is  justified 
and  thus  not  live  up  to  the  act  we  passed 
5  years  ago.  If  we  do  that,  if  we  do  not 
disapprove  the  President's  recommenda- 
tion, we  will  not  be  keeping  faith  with  the 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  Federal 
employees  loyally  servicing  this  Nation, 
its  people,  and  their  needs. 

As  mentioned  before,  I  believe  that  a 
great  deal  o'f  labor  strife  stems  from  un- 
met commitments  to  employees.  There 
is  no  question  that  there  is  a  commit- 
ment to  provide  salaries  for  Federal 
employees  comparable  to  those  in  pri- 
vate industry.  There  is  no  question  that 
a  raise  of  8.66  percent  is  warranted  in 
order  to  live  up  to  that  commitment. 

I  want  to  stop  a  minute  and  point  out 
that  even  with  an  8.66  percent  upward 
salary  adjustment,  Federal  employees' 
salaries  continue  to  lag  behind  private 
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Industry  by  6  months.  This  is  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  the  survey  on  which  the 
salary  Increase  recommendations  are 
ba.ced  \vf*s  taken  March  of  this  year,  6 
months  ago. 

Let  us  take  a  close  look  at  the  question 
of  pay  comparability.  Remember  we  must 
consider  comparability  as  of  last  March, 
not  as  of  this  coming  October.  Even  if 
the  8.66  salary  adjustment  is  put  into 
effect,  our  Federal  employees  will  still 
receive  less  pay  than  their  private  in- 
dustry counterparts.  For  example,  a  GS- 
5  with  just  a  5  percent  increase  will  re- 
ceive $9,818,  or  $1,726  less  than  an  in- 
dividual receives  in  private  industry  at 
the  same  level  of  work.  Even  with  an  8.66 
percent  increase  the  civil  servant  will  still 
receive  $1,384  less. than  his  counterpart 
in  private  industry.  The  following  yearly 
salary  figures  tell  the  same  story  for  GS- 
T's and  GS-14's. 

GS-7  with  5  percent  increase $12,  150 

Private  Industry  ... 13,266 

Amount  less  than  private  Industry..     1,  116 

GS-7  with  8.66  percent  increase 12,673 

Amount  less  than  private  Industry.  693 

GS-14  with  5  percent  Increase 29,549 

Private  industry  7 J 31,688 

Amount  less   2,139 

GS-14  with  8.66  percent  Increase 30,578 

Amount  less   * 1,  110 

I  agree  with  the  President's  advisers 
on  pay  comparability  that  those  figures 
do  not  indicate  that  our  Federal  employ- 
ees are  receiving  equal  pay  for  the  same 
amount  of  difficulty  and  responsibility  in 
their  work  as  those  in  private  industry. 


It  is  important  to  consider  what  has 
happened  to  our  economy  since  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics  white  collar  sur- 
vey was  completed  in  March.  In  April  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  rose  .5  percent, 
May  .4  percent,  June  .8  percent  and  in 
July  1.2  percent.  That  is  2.9  percent  in 
4  months  since  the  survey  was  com- 
pleted and  the  figures  are  not  available 
for  August  and  September. 

Based  on  these  two  considerations,  the 
unquestioned  commitment  to  pay  Federal 
employees  an  equivalent  salary  as  those 
received  in  private  industry,  and  the 
equally  unquestioned  percent  increase 
necessary  to  comply  with  the  law,  I  urge 
support  of  S.  Res.  239. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  at  the  end  of  my  remarks  tables 
showing  precisely  how  much  the  general 
schedule  employees  and  the  five  most 
heavily  populated  grades  will  lose  if  the 
President's  alternative  plan  is  not  over- 
turned be  inserted  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  .  . 


8.66  5 

percent  percent 

Current       adjust-  adjust- 

Grade'step     base  pay           ment  ment 


Annual 
loss 


GS3(4).._. 57,439.00  J644.21  $371.95  $272.00 

GS5(4) r;  9,349.00  809.62  467.45  342.17 

GS7(4)._.'. 11,573.00  1.002.00  578.00  423.57 

GS9(4) 14,125.00  1,223.22  706.25  516.97 

GS  11(4) 17,029.00  1,474.71  851.45  623.26 
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Mr.  STEVENS.  The  impact  of  includ- 
ing all  of  those  who  have  not  received 
an  increase  since  1969  in  the  automatic 
provisions  of  the  act  was  to  say  that  they 
are  entitled  to  at  least  one  increase  in 
8  years. 

I  do  not  feel  that  Members  of  Con- 
gress should  now  hide  behind  the  excuse 
that  we  refused  to  give  ourselves  8.66 
percent,  in  order  to  deny  4  percent  of 
the  workforce  of  the  country  the  in- 
crease they  deserve,  and  I  emphasize 
every  member  of  the  advisory  panel  that 
reviewed  the  matter  unanimously  rec- 
ommended an  8.66  percent  increase  in 
salary.  Because  some  of  us  are  afraid 
to  face  our  own  constituents  on  the  issue 
of  a  pay  raise,  how  can  we  say  we  should 
limit  other  Federal  employees  to  5  per- 
cent increase?  I  just  cannot  understand 
that  conclusion  ^because  to  me  if  our 
constituents  are  against  the  8.66  percent 
they  will  he  against  the  5  percent  in- 
crease as  well. 

There  i§  the  real  question  of  the  pay 
increase  for  Congress.  I  happen  to  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Ohio.  Perhaps 
we  should  take  the  whole  subject  of  con- 
gressional pay  out  of  this  act;  it  should 
not  be  lumped  together  with  judges,  ex- 
ecutive branch  members,  military,  and 
general  schedule  employees.  But  for  this 
one  time  let  us  do  justice  to  the  civil 
service  employees  and  to  the  military  and 
grant  them  what  they  are  entitled  to-. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator's additional  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Kansas. - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  am  I  cor- 
rect that  this  is  for  or  against  the  bill? 

Mr.  FONG.  For. 

Mr.  DOLE,  Either  way,  I  am  against  it. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  will  give 
the  Senator  2  minutes  if  he  win  speak 
for  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  cannot  do  much  damage 
either  way  in  1  minute. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  has  arrived  for 
this  body  to  render  its  judgment  on  the 
proposed  Federal  pay  increase.  For  weeks 
I  have  studied  the  relative  merits  of  two 
proposals:  that  which  would  provide  an 
8.66-percent  increase  for  all  white-collar 
Federal  employees.  Members  of  Congress, 
and  military  personnel,  and  that  which 


would  limit  the  increase  to  a  more 
modest  5  percent.  I  have  studied  the  rel- 
evant budgetary  data  and  have  listened 
closely  to  the  contrasting  viewpoints  of 
interested  constituents.  The  arguments 
on  both  sides  of  this  issue  are  good  ones. 
It  is  a  tough  decision  to  make. 

Last  week,  my  colleagues  and  I  on  the 
Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  approved  a  motion  to  report 
the  Metcalf  Resolution  to  the  Senate 
floor,  so  that  all  relevant  issues — and  all 
viewpoints — could  be  fully  aired.  The 
resolution,  disapproving  President 
Ford's  recommendation  of  a  5-percent 
increase,  would  have  the  effect  of  imple- 
menting a  full  8.66-percent  increase  if 
approved.  In  terms  of  the  vigorous  dis- 
cussion of  this  Isue  on  the  Senate  floor 
today,  I  say  the  committee's  expectations 
have  been  usefully  fulfilled. 

FISCAL   RESPONSIBILITY 

But  my  responsibilities  as  a  represent- 
ative of  Kansas  on  the  Senate  Budget 
Committee  necessitate  due  consideration 
to  the  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation  as 
well.  The  State  of  Kansas  has  been 
spared  much  of  the  severest  stagflation- 
ary  impact  that  racked  this  country  in 
recent  months,  but  there  is  no  one  who 
has  not  felt  the  effects  of  the  ever-rising 
wage-price  spiral  in  a  personal  way.  In 
times  of  economic  inflation,  fiscal  respon- 
sibility and  budgetary  restraint  are 
everyone's  duty.  Perhaps  most  of  all,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
set  in  motion  the  forces  of  restraint  that 
can  slow  and  eventually  end  the  spiral  of 
rising  prices  and  the  cost  of  living. 

Kansans  recognize  the  responsibility  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  set  an  ex- 
ample in  restraining  inflationary  spend- 
ing. I  have  been  particularly  concerned 
by  indications  that  the  Federal  budget 
for  this  fiscal  year,  if  not  curbed,  may  far 
exceed  the  $68  billion  deficit  figure  con- 
sidered acceptable  by  both  the  Senate 
and  House  Budget  Committees  earlier 
this  year.  In  discussions  with  my  col- 
leagues on  the  Senate  Committee,  I  have 
found  that  the  majority  of  them  agree 
that  the  difference  in  cost  to  the  Federal 
Government  between  a  5-percent  and  an 
8.66-percent  salary  increase  for  Federal 
and  military  employees  is  considerable, 
and  sentiment  is  strong  that  Congress 
must  make  the  hard  choice  of  opposing 
the  higher  figure^  In  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  economic  inflation  tends  to  hit 
hardest  at  the  jobless  and  the  disadvan- 
taged, and  that  no  one  gains  in  the 
race  with  an  endless  spiral,  I  have 
reached  the  decision  that  the  more  mod- 
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est  5 -percent  increase  for  Federal  em- 
ployees is  in  order  at  this  time. 

COMPARABILITY    IS    JUST 

There  has  never  been  any  question  In 
my  mind  that  the  concept  of  equitable 
comparability  pay  for  Federal  and  mili- 
tary personnel  is  entirely  justified.  In 
past  years,  I  have  readily  voted  for  com- 
parable pay  adjustments  recommended 
by  the  President's  Advisory  Committee 
on  Federal  Pay.  Our  civil  servants  and 
our  military  personnel  deserve  to  be  paid 
at  a  level  comparable  to  that  of  those 
employed  in  the  private  sector. 

But  these  are  times  that  call  for  an 
element  of  sacrifice  on  everyone's  part. 
Over  8  percent  of  the  Nation's  work  force 
has  no  job  at  all;  the  rate  of  inflation 
continues  to  exceed  10  percent  month 
after  month.  A  5-percent  salary  increase 
for  Federal  employees  at  this  time  will 
mean  a  savings  of  between  $1.46  billion 
and  $1.6  billion — and  I  have  every  con- 
fidence that  it  will  be  a  first  step  in  set- 
ting the  brakes  on  salaries  in  private  in- 
dustry and  on  consumer  prices  we  ail 
must  pay.  No  one  stands  to  benefit  from 
an  inflationary  spiral  that  continues  un- 
checked. 

It  is  never  easy  or  popular  for  Mem- 
bers of  Congerss  to  vote  against  an  in- 
crease in  salary  or  benefits  for  any  seg- 
ment of  society,  when  only  retrospective 
judgment  can  prove  the  wisdom  of  that 
action.  But  the  members  of  the  Senate 
Budget  Committee  who  join  me  in  sup- 
porting the  5-percent  pay  increase  to- 
day have  made  the  hard  decision  that 
the  economic  welfare  of  all  Americans 
must  take  precedence  over  the  personal 
interests  of  any  one  group.  If  this  bullet- 
biting  move  can  help  curb  the  inflation- 
ary syndrome  that  robs  us  all  of  true 
comparability  with  the  cost  of  living, 
there  is  no  one  who  will  not  benefit 
from  the  end  result. 

REVIEW   COMPARABILITY    SYSTEM 

At  the  same  time,  I  want  to  urge  this 
Congress  to  make  a  thorough  review  of 
the  comparability  system  for  Federal 
employees,  and  of  the  computation  pro- 
cedures used  in  determining  figures  for 
an  equitable  salary  adjustment  in  the 
Federal  sector.  There  are  numerous  un- 
answered questions  and  persistent  doubts 
about  the  validity  and  accuracy  of  the 
salary  schedule  for  Federal  employees, 
and  it  is  time  that  steps  were  taken  to 
answer  these  questions  and  to  resolve 
these  doubts.  Only  then  can  our  civil  ser- 
vants and  the  public  at  large  be  cer- 
tain that  full  and  just  compensation  is 
being  afforded  Federal  personnel. 

The  present  debate  over  the  percent- 
age  increase   for  Federal   salaries   has 


spurred  a  special  interest  in  the  accuracy 
and  the  adequacy  of  comparability 
schedules.  For  years,  the  Gerrieral  Ac- 
counting Office,  the  Congressional  Re- 
search Service,  and  other  public  and  pri- 
vate "watchdogs"  over  the  bureaucracy 
nave  warned  of  serious  flaws  in  the  sur- 
veys and  the  computations  that  comprise 
the  President's  comparability  recom- 
mendation. Yet  Congress,  to  a  large  de- 
gree, has  failed  to  confront  these  reports 
or  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  rectify 
errors  in  the  system. 

If  serious  flaws  do  in  fact  exist  in  the 
comparability  compensation  system,  they 
are  being  perpetuated  by  each  passing 
year  of  congressional  inaction.  What  is 
worse,  they  may  be  compounding  the 
economic  problems  of  society  as  a  whole, 
or  depriving  Federal  employees  of  just 
and  equitable  comparability  with  pri- 
vate industry.  It  cannot  be  judged  in 
advance  who  would  stand  to  gain  or  lose 
financially  by  instituting  proper  reform 
in  the  Federal  compensation  system,  and 
that  question  should  have  no  bearing  on 
the  matter  in  any  case.  But  certainly  the 
credibility  and  the  integrity  of  Congress 
can  only  diminish  if  such  errors  are  per- 
mitted to  continue. 

SERIOUS    QUESTIONS 

In  recent  weeks,  I  have  been  reviewing 
the  various  reports  and  recommenda- 
tions that  have  been  made  with  respect 
to  persisting  inaccuracies  and  problems 
in  the  Federal  pay  system.  The  range 
and  the  scope  of  these  purported  flaws  is 
incredibly  large;  if  found  to  be  valid,  the 
inaccuracies  are  intolerable  and  should 
be  corrected  prior  to  the  October  1976 
comparability  pay  period. 

Among  the  questions  which  have  arisen 
about  the  salary  system  for  Federal 
white-collar  and  military  personnel  are 
the  following: 

Procedures  used  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission, and  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  to  compute  percentages  for 
salary  increases  are  said  to  be  invalid. 
According  to  a  letter  sent  by  the  Comp- 
troller General  to  the  directors  of  OMB 
and  CSC  in  1974, 

Methods  used  to  translate  private  enter- 
prise data  into  Federal  pay  adjustments  were 
not  based  on  well-founded,  logical  premies 
that  reflect  the  legislative  pay  principles.  This 
resulted  in  significant  deviations  from  com- 
parability for  Federal  employees  and  In  In- 
equitable pay  distribution  among  employees. 

Among  the  specific  flaws  cited  as  a 
contributing  factor  was  the  BLS  survey's 
equal  weighting  of  all  jobs  in  a  particular 
category  of  private  enterprise,  which 
"does  not  result  in  meaningful  grade  av- 
erage pay  rates." 
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Furthermore,  it  has  been  charged  that 
74  percent  of  private  industry  salaries 
are  excluded  from  the  annual  survey,  as 
are  those  of  local  and  State  government, 
further  contributing  to  the  distortion. 
The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov- 
ernmental Relations  maintains  that  these 
factors  contributed  to  a  120  percent  in- 
crease in  the  salaries  of  Federal  em- 
ployees over  a  12-year  period,  In  contrast 
to  an  average  87  percent  pay  rise  in  the 
private  sector.  As  a  result,-  ACIR  advises, 
Federal  employees  now  earn  an  average 
of  46  percent  more  than  do  workers  in 
private  industry. 

On  the  other  hand,  GAO  reported  on 
July  1  of  this  year  that  "total  compensa- 
tion comparability  cannot  be  achieved 
under  current  law"  because  "pay  com- 
parability processes  do  not  recognize  the 
benefit  element  of  compensation."  This 
would  seem  to  suggest  that  Federal  work- 
ers may  actually  be  receiving  less  than 
true  comparability  based  on  the  various 
retirement  provisions,  insurance  pro- 
grams, and  leave  time  allowances  which 
prevail  in  private  industry. 

The  Comptroller  General's  1974  letter 
further  suggests  a  need  to  reduce  and/or 
devise  a  means  to  compensate  for  the 
six-month  timelag  between  the  date  of 
comparability  data  and  the  Federal  pay 
adjustment."  Some  critics  of  the  pro- 
posed 8.66  percent  increase  point  out  that 
the  figure  is  based  upon  data  collected 
through  last  April  which  cannot  be  con- 
sidered timely  in  this  period  of  vast  eco- 
nomic variability. 

Still  with  us  is  the  lingering  "compres- 
sion" problem  among  top-level  GS- 
schedule  employees  that  results  in  iden- 
tical pay  for  vastly  differing  work  and  re- 
sponsibilities. According  to  a  GAO  report 
of  February  25,  1975,  "stagnated  execu- 
tive salary  rates  and  the  resultant  com- 
pression of  salary  rates  in  other  pay  sys- 
tems have  distorted  pay  relationships  in 
Federal  pay  systems,"  destroying  the 
principles  of  both  external  and  internal 
equity  in  Federal  pay  salaries.  "Without 
pay  adjustments,  employees  with  the 
same  age  and  service  can  actually  earn 
higher  retirement  annuities  by  retiring 
now  than  by  continuing  to  work  for  the 
government,"  and  experience  is  demon- 
strating that  a  good  number  are  doing 
just  that,  leaving  a  void  of  expertise  in 
our  Federal  career  service.  x 

Only  last  month,  the  Congressional 
Research  Service  completed  a  study  of 
changes  In  grade  structure  within  the 
civil  service,  and  determined  that  "grade 
creep"  alone  has  resulted  In  a  $1  bil- 
lion increase  in  job  rating  structure  costs 
between    1967   and    1974.   By  reclassify- 


ing Federal  jobs  Into  higher  grade  cate- 
gories, the  service  has  gradually  "in- 
flated" itself  without  congressional  con- 
sent or  supervision. 

All  of  these  factors,  and  others,  have 
shed  serious  doubt  in  recent  years  on  the 
validity,  the  adequacy,  and  the  relevance 
of  the  annual  pay  comparability  recom- 
mendation for  Federal  employees.  Until 
most  or  all  of  these  points  are  resolved, 
Congress  will  continue  to  operate 
"blindly" — to  a  certain  extent — In  pass- 
ing judgment  on  the  recommendations 
of  the  President  and  his  pay  advisers. 
This  Is  a"  "margin  for  error"  that  both 
Congress  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole  can 
ill  afford  when  a  1-percent  variability  in 
the  Federal  salary  increase  can  mean  a 
difference  of  millions  of  dollars  in  budg- 
etary outlay. 

Some  of  these  points  will  be  confronted 
in  the  report  by  the  Rockefeller  Com- 
mission on  Federal  Comparability,  to  be 
issued  later  this  year.  But  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  Congress,  and  particularly 
upon  the  Senate  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service  Committee,  to  undertake  Its  own 
studies  and  to  offer  its  own  recommenda- 
tions to  resolve  these  questions  before 
we  are  once  again  confronted  with  this 
issue  at  this  time  next  year. 

I  plan  to  offer  legislative  recommenda- 
tions of  my  own  in  these  and  other  areas 
in  the  coming  weeks,  In  an  effort  to  re- 
solve inaccuracies  In  the  Federal  com- 
parability system.  Hopefully,  we  will  find 
ourselves  in  a  far  better  position  next 
September  to  Judge  the  fairness  of  pay 
recommendations  for  white-collar  and 
military  personnel.  Hopefully,  too,  our 
national  economy  will  have  recovered  to 
the  extent  that  there  Is  no  need  to  place 
arbitrary  restraints  upon  a  true  com- 
parability increase  for  Federal  employ- 
ees. I  look  forward  to  working  with  my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  towards  ac- 
complishment of  both  of  these  broad 
goals  in  the  months  ahead. 

Mr.  President,  I  remind  my  distin- 
guished chairman  that  I  did  vote  to  re- 
port the  bill,  and  I  certainly  have  mixed 
feelings  about  the  vote  I  will  cast  in  a 
few  moments. 

I  have  counted  my  Federal  employees 
from  Kansas,  and  that  even  adds  to  the 
mixed  feelings. 

It  seems  "to  me  that,  somewhere  along 
the  line,  we  have  done  it  on  the  school 
lunch  program  and  the  military  procure- 
ment program,  that  those  of  us  who 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  the  Eudget 
are  going  to  have  difficulty  in  having  it 
both  ways,  a  great  difficulty  in  having 
it  both  ways,  and  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  Committee  on  the  Budget,  of 
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course,  does  not  dictate  to  any  commit- 
tee, but  based  on  the  economic  consid- 
erations, I  find  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
in  all  fairness  to  those  who  are  affected 
by  this  legislation  must  vote  in  the 
negative. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining  on  the  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Hawaii  has  2  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  FONG.  I  yield  the  entire  2  min- 
utes to. the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Carolina. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  North  Carolina  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  HELMS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Hawaii. 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  involved  in 
this  resolution  is  exceedingly  complex. 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  a  Hobson's  Choice. 
Under  the  1970  Federal  Pay  Comparabil- 
ity Act,  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Council  has  recommended  an  8.66  per- 
cent Federal  pay  increase  which  will  go 
into  eUect  if  the  President's  alternate 
5  percent  pay  increase  plan  is  disap- 
proved. Thus  the  matter  of  this  increase 
actually  was  decided  by  an  action  of 
the  91st  Congress  5  years  ago. 

That  Congress,  in  its  wisdom  or  lack 
of  it,  removed  the  present  Congress  from 
the  responsibility  of  facing  up  to  fiscal 
facts.  Thus,  even  though  the  91st  Con- 
gress could  not  possibly  have  foreseen 
the  day  when  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury would  be  predicting  an  $88  billion 
deficit,  and  when  the  Chairman  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  would  suggest  the 
deficit  might  go  as  high  as  $100  billion, 
we  have  nevertheless  arrived  at  that  day. 

If  we  were  to  read  only  the  cost  table 
In  the  Committee  Report  submitted  by 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
one  might  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  8.6  percent  increase  would  cost  only 
$1,952  billion  dollars.  But  if  we  go  be- 
yond the  table  to  read  the  grey  print 
below,  we  learn  that  the  military  uni- 
formed services  will  receive  a  comparable 
pay  raise  because  their  rates  of  compen- 
sation are  tied  to  what  we  do  here  today. 
Thus  the  total  cost  will  be  $3,946  billion. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  President's 
5  percent  increase  would  cost  about  $2 
billion.  We  are  faced  therefore  with  the 
following  dilemma:  If  we  disapprove  the 
President's  plan,  thereby  accepting  the 
8.6  percent  increase,  the  deficit  will  be 
increased  by  nearly  $4  billion.  If  we  vote 
no  on  the  resolution  of  disapproval, 
thereby  approving  the  President's  plan, 


the  deficit  will  be  increased  by  nearly 
$2  billion.  In  my  5udgment,  any  such  in- 
crease is  unacceptable.  Yet,  in  the  pres- 
ent parliamentary  situation,  there  is  no 
way  for  a  Senator  to  vote  for  a  zero 
increase. 

The  second  problem  is  that  by  reason 
of  the  action  on  this  floor  on  July  28  and 
29,  cost  of  living  increases  will  also  be 
given  on  every  Member  of  this  body, 
every  Member  of  the  House,  and  to  the 
top  level  Federal  bureaucrats  who  are 
already  enjoying  $36,000  salaries.  We  are 
told  that  this  extra  category  applies  to 
"only  17,000"  more  employees.  But  they 
are  the  17,000  employees  who  have  the 
most  responsibility  for  Government 
spending  and  the  operation  of  Govern- 
ment programs.  I  would  think  that  it 
has  a  salutary  effect  on  Government  for 
the  top  executives  to  feel  the  pinch  of 
inflation,  since  it  is  excess  Government 
spending  that  causes  inflation. 

I  do  not  think  that  my  distinguished 
colleagues,  for  example,  should  be  iso- 
lated from  feeling  the  effects  of  inflation 
when  it  is  the  work  of  this  body  which  is 
in  a  large  measure  responsible.  And  it  is 
the  same  with  the  bureaucrats:  let  them 
adopt  a  lifestyle  which  is  compatible 
with  the  shrinking  power  of  the  dollar, 
and  perhaps  they  will  be  motivated  to 
curtail  waste  and  empire  building. 

Every  Member  of  Congress,  both  House 
and  Senate,  knew  what  their  salaries 
would  be  when  they  ran  for  office.  I  think 
it  was  an  insult  to  the  American  taxpayer 
to  slip  this  thing  through  trie  legislative 
back  door.  The  impact  of  including  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  high  officials  in  the 
.automatic  pay  raise  scheme  is  far  greater 
than  the  dollars  involved;  the  impact 
goes  deep  into  the  responsibility  which 
the  taxpayers  have  a  right  to  expect  of 
their  elected  representatives.  I  remind 
my  colleagues  that  this  inclusion  'was 
slipped  on  to  a  minor  bill  authorizing* the 
Postmaster  General  to  establish  a  job 
safety  program  for  postal  employees. 

And  now  let  us  look  at  the  substance 
of  the  pay  raise  procedure.  The  Pay 
Board's  proposals  are  supposed  to  be 
based  upon  "comparability"  with  the  pri- 
vate sector.  But  there  is  a' great  deal  of 
subjective  judgment  involved  in  assess- 
ing "comparability."  I  need  not  point  out 
that  the  members  of  the  Pay  Board  are 
themselves  Federal  employees,  and  are 
setting  pay  standards  which  will  directly 
benefit  themselves.  Congress  erred  in  not 
asking  a  disinterested  outside  group  to 
determine  this  "comparability." 

For  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  "com- 
parability" really  is.  Last  February  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern- 
mental Relations — ACIR — released  a  de- 
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tailed  study  which  showed  that  in  the 
time  span  from  1955  to  1973,  compensa- 
tion for  persons  working  in  the  private 
sector  increased  129.3  percent,  while 
average  Federal  pay  was  up  182.9  percent 
In  other  words,  the  average  of  Federal 
pay,  was  145.9  percent  of  the  average  cf 
private  sector  pay. 

Moreover,  the  Government  Account- 
ing Office  criticized  the  methodology  of 
the  pay  comparability  survey.  In  1973, 
GAO  said  that  comparable  job  levels  to 
the  GS  levels  were  weighted  in  favor  of 
Government  workers.  For  example,  in 
GS-5,  although  70  percent  of  GS-5  Fed- 
eral employees  are  engaged  in' clerical 
work,  the  group  of  10  equally  weighted 
survey  jobs  in  private  industry  included 
only  one  secretarial  category.  Six  of  the 
10  were  found  to  be  college-hire  trainee 
type  jobs  which  pay  substantially  more 
in  private  industry  than  secretarial  help, 
yet  correspond  to  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  Federal  Government's  GS-5  em- 
ployees. 

In  the  GS-15  category,  GAO  found 
that  the  pay  survey  included  only  three 
jobs — that  of  attorney,  engineer,  and 
chemist.  According  to  GAO,  all  three 
types  of  employment  that  consistently 
receive  the  highest  salaries  for  middle 
management  work  in  the  private  sector, 
and  could  not  be  considered'  a  repre- 
sentative sampling  for  determining  Fed- 
eral GS-15  compensation. 

GAO  concluded  that  the  mix  of  jobs 
selected  for  the  comparability  study  at 
several  GS  levels  "contained  dispropor- 
tionate numbers  of  jobs  which  were 
highly  paid  in  the  private  sector,  so  the 
average  work  level  rates  were  biased 
upwards." 

Another  GAO  criticism  was  that  the 
survey  included  only  about  25.7  percent 
of  white-collar  workers  in  the  private 
sector.  The  survey  arbitrarily  excluded 
small  business  and  small  financial  insti- 
tutions from  the  survey,  no  doubt  be- 
cause of  the  difficulty  in  collecting  the 
information.  But  small  business  is  usu- 
ally not  in  a  financial  position  to  com- 
pete with  large  corporations,  and  sal- 
aries in  small  business  are  traditionally 
lower.  When  Federal  employees  are  given 
pay  levels  comparable  to  those  in  big 
business,  it  becomes  more  difficult  for 
small  business  to  compete  for  workers 
and  markets. 

Moreover,  the  pay  survey  also  excluded 
white  collar  workers  in  the  industrial 
divisions  of  agriculture,  forestries,  min- 
ing and  contract  constructions;  all  serv- 
ice industries  and  commercially  operated 
research,  development,  and  testing  labo- 
ratories; and  all  nonprofit  organizations. 
These  levels  of  pay  are  also  not  com- 


parable to  those  in  big  business.  Finally, 
the  pay  of  State  and  local  white  collar 
workers  was  not  considered  in  the  sur- 
vey. This,  again,  creates  a  problem  for 
local  government  as  their  employees  are 
drained  away  to  higher-paying  Federal 
jobs. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  most  citi- 
zens look  on  in  wonderment  at  the  high 
salaries  enjoyed  by  Federal  workers- 
They  also  envy,  and  with  reason,  the  job 
security,  automatic  ingrade  increases, 
better  health  benefits,  and  high  pen- 
sions— fringes  not  included  in  the  com- 
parability studies.  We  are  creating  a 
privileged  class  in  the  United  States,  and 
we  are  creating  it  with  money  wrested 
from  the  pockets  of  citizens  who  by  no 
means  enjoy  the  levels  of  compensation 
that  we  are  voting  on  here  today. 

I  fully  realize  that. everyone  looks  for- 
ward to  a  pay  increase.  It  is  human  na- 
ture. But  we  would  be  doing  far  more  for 
Federal  employees — and  for  all  citizens— 
by  holding  down  all  Federal  spending, 
including  pay  schedules,  so  as  to  arrest 
the  headlong  plunge  into  deep  deficit 
spending.  By  cutting  inflation,  every- 
body's pay  would  go  further;  not  just  the 
pay  of  those  who  receive  the  Govern- 
ment's largesse.  The  rate  of  inflation  to- 
day— and  I  checked  just  this  morning — 
is  9.5  percent.  If  we  could  reduce  that 
rate  by  just  1  percent,  the  family  with 
an  average  level  of  income — and  that 
level  is  $10.800— would  have  $108.80  more 
in  purchasing  power.  If  there  were  no  in- 
flation whatsoever,  every  such  family 
would  have  $1,033.60  in  additional  pur- 
chasing power.  These  are  the  people  to 
whom  we  are  responsible,  and  the  people 
we  should  be  trying  to  help,  not  those 
who  are  on  a  guaranteed  Federal  gravy 
train. 

Those  of  us  who  are  on  the  Federal 
payroll  have  a  special  obligation  to  our 
country  to  make  sacrifices,  sacrifices  not 
required  of  those  in  the  private  sector. 
I  do  not  seek  a  pay  raise  for  myself,  but 
it  appears  that  there  is  no  way  to  avoid 
one.  -"" 

Mr.  President,  the  upcoming  vote  is,  as 
I  say,  a  Hobson's  choice  for  those  of  us 
who  feel  that  there  should  be  no  pay 
raise  at  all  for  Members  of  Con- 
gress and  high-salaried  Federal  bureau- 
crats. Therefore,  it  is  my  Intent  to  vote 
"present" — unless  my  vote  should  be 
needed  in  support  of  the  lesser  of  two 
evils.  In  that  event,  I  intend  to  vote  "no" 
to  save  the  taxpayers  the  difference  be- 
tween the  8.66  percent  and  the  5  percent. 

Mr.  President,  a  solid  criticism  of  the 
comparability  pay  system  by  Mr.  Neal  R. 
Peirce  was  recently  printed  on  the  edi- 
torial page  of  the  Washington  Post,  and 
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I    ask    unanimous    consent    that    it    be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  Sept.  7,   1975] 

Federal  Pat:  "Catch-Up"  ob  "Rip-Off"? 
(By  Neal  R.  Peirce) 

Early  in  the  1960s,  President  Kennedy  be- 
gan a  concerted  effort  to  bring  the  pay  of 
federal  government  workers  up  to  a  par  with 
private  industry  so  that  qualified  employees 
could  be  attracted  to  federal  service. 

Some  federal  programs  have  flopped  spec- 
tacularly in  recent  years — but  not  the 
"catch-up"  pay  effort.  The  salary  of  the  aver- 
age federal  worker  rose  120  per  cent  in  a 
dozen  years,  much  faster,  despite  the  infla- 
tion of  all  salaries,  than  the  average  87  per 
cent  rise  in  private  sector  workers'  pay.  Fed- 
eral employees,  according  to  the  advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
how  earn  an  average  of  46  per  cent  more  than 
workers  in  private  industry. 

Federal  pensions  and  fringe  benefits  have 
also  surged  ahead  of  the  private  sector.  They 
cost  the  government  another  32.1  per  cent 
on  top  of  each  federal  worker's  base  pay, 
compared  to  28.7  per  cent  in  private  firms. 

And  taxpayers  have  reason  to  be  deeply 
suspicious  about  the  behind-the-scenes 
statistical  finagling  by  which  private  sector 
Jobs  are  "comparable"  with  their  own,  and 
thus  in  effect  set  up  their  own  salaries. 

Except  In  some  upper-echelon  Jobs,  the 
"catch-up"  phase  In  federal  compensation  is 
now  history.  Today  most  federal  pay  Is  so 
high,  and  there's  such  a  surfeit  of  federal 
workers  in  middle-management  Jobs,  that 
"rip-off"  might  be  a  better  word. 

Champions  of  the  federal  workers  argue 
their  pay  should  be  higher  because  federal 
employment  is  weighted  heavily  to  profes- 
sional, administrative  and  technical  Jobs.  But 
the  differential  in  such  high-paying  Jobs — ■ 
they  make  up  29.5  per  cent  of  the  federal  em- 
ployment pool  versus  20.9  per  cent  in  the  pri- 
vate sector — isn't  nearly  great  enough  to 
justify  average  federal  pay  almost  half  again 
as  high  as  what  other  Americans  earn. 

Skyrocketing  federal  wages  have  richochet 
effects  that  few  people  fully  understand. 
They  feed  the  fires  of  inflation.  They  cause 
serious  competitive  problems  for  private  em- 
ployers. And  they  quickly  become  common 
knowledge  in  state  capitals  and,  city  halls 
across  the  nation,  as  state  and  local  workers 
demand  that  their  pay  be  made  comparable. 

Perhaps  the  most  blatant  abuse  in  federal 
compensation  is  the  so-called  "one  per  cent 
kicker"  of  the  1969  pension  law.  This  guar- 
antees a  retiree  a  four  per  cent  pension  in- 
crease each  time  the  consumer  price  index 
rises  three  per  cent.  With  double  digit  infla- 
tion or  something  close  to  it,  a  federal  pen- 
sioner could  add  up  to  63  per  cent  to  his 
pension — above  and  beyond  "the  real  increase 
in  the  cost  of  living — 30  years  after  leaving 
government  services.  According  to  an  Associ- 
ated Press  analysis,  this  odd  law  could  cost 
the  federal  government  as  much  as  $100  bil- 
lion by  1990. 


It's  easy  to  be  skeptical  about  the  chances 
for  repeal  of  the  one-per  cent  kicker,  because 
congressmen  themselves,  as  federal  retirees, 
can  expect  to  share  in  its  bounty.  But  in 
regular  pay  the  central  problem  is  not  top- 
level  Jobs.  Congress  did  act  in  a  stealthy  way 
when  it  recently  "unfroze"  salaries  for  Itself, 
judges  and  other  senior  federal   officials. 

But  top-level  federal  pay  isn't  high.  In 
fact,  it  lags  well  behind  private  industry, 
and  has  caused  excessive  resignations  and 
early  retirements  of  late.  Talent  is  a  market- 
place commodity,  and  if  Americans  pay  me- 
diocre wages  for  high-ranking  federal  Jobs, 
they'll  get  mediocre  management  In  the  vast 
federal  bureaucracy. 

The  real  scandal  takes  place  in  excessive 
salary  Increases  for  the  vast  bulk  of  middle 
management,  technical  and  clerical  federal 
workers — the  white  collar  group  covered  un- 
der the  so-called  "general  schedule,"  or  "GS" 
system. 

On  the  surface,  the  pay-setting  method 
looks  eminently  fair.  Laws  of  1962  and  1970 
decree  that  the  federal  pay  at  the  various 
GS  levels  should  be  "comparable"  with  like 
work  outside  the  federal  government.  The 
statisticians  at  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics (BLS)  do  the  necessary  surveys.  The 
chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  director  of  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget  certify  the  results.  Based  on  the 
comparability  study,  the  President  can  then 
raise  GS  employees'  pay  without  new  author- 
ity from  Congress. 

The  Comptroller  General,  though,  has 
documented  gross  abuses  in  the  pay  com- 
parability study.  The  BLS  excludes  fully  74 
per  cent  of  private  industry  from  its  survey 
sample,  mostly  for  "statistical"  reasons  that 
seem  specious  to  an  outside  observer.  Ex- 
cluded are  white  collar  workers  in  all  but 
large  shops  and  factories,  non-profit  hospi- 
tals, Industrial  divisions  of  agriculture, 
forestry  and  mining  all  but  a  few  gilt-edged 
service  industries,  and  indeed  the  most 
"comparable"  area  of  all  to  federal  employ- 
ment— state  and  local  government.  White 
collar  workers  in  all  these  areas  earn  less 
than  their  federal  counterparts. 

Even  In  the  quarter  of  private  industry 
the  federal  bureaucrats  accept  for  compar- 
ability surveys  disproportionate  numbers  of 
high-paying  Jobs  are  picked  to  match  most 
GS-levels.  For  example,  70  per  cent  of  GS-5 
employees  do  clerical  work.  But  of  the  10 
private  Industry  survey  Jobs  picked  to  deter- 
mine GS-5  wages,  six  are  In  relatively  high- 
paying  college-hire  trainee-type  Jobs.  One 
secretarial  category  was  included — and  even 
that  was  dropped  two  years  ago  allegedly  be- 
cause of  statistic  gathering  problems.  Aver- 
age pay  for  GS~5s  will  top  $10,000  again  this 
fall. . 

The  Civil  Service  and  Budget  directors 
say  they'd  like  to  correct  some  of  these  prob- 
lems— but  don't,  out  of  deference  to  fed- 
eral employee  groups  which  have  strong 
allies  in  Congress  and  object  to  any  change 
in  the  system  that  would  lessen  pay  in- 
creases. In  effect,  the  administration  is  en- 
gaged in  collective  bargaining  with  the  fed- 
eral worker  unions.  But  the  bargaining  isn't 
done   in   an   open   and   above-board   manner 
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the  public  could  understand  and  hold  the 
administration  accountable  for.  Rather,  it's 
done  on  murky  statistical  grounds,  on  the 
pretense  that  the  whole  process  still  reflects 
true  "comparability"  with  private  employ- 
ment. 

The  isolation  of  the  civil  service  system 
from  marketplace  pressures  also  leads  to 
"grade-creep" — constant  Internal  pressure  to 
advance  employees  to  higher  GS  grades, 
meaning  higher  pay.  Employees  at  GS  grades 
11  or  above,  earning  $17,447  to  $36,000  pres- 
ently now  make  up  34.3  per  cent  of  federal 
general  schedule  employment,  compared  to 
14.2  per  cent  20  years  ago. 

A  special  new  panel  on  federal  compensa- 
tion, chaired  by  Vice  President  Rockefeller, 
may  come  up  with  some  new  answers  in  the 
sticky  area  of  pay  comparability.  Arch  Pat- 
ton,  who  headed  a  former  presidential  com- 
mission on  the  pay  issue,  said  the  Rocke- 
feller panel  "has  a  golden  opportunity  to 
overhaul  the  entire  system,  transforming  It 
from  patchwork  "to  one  that  pays  competi- 
tively throughout,  provides  meaningful  in- 
centives for  job  performance,  and  breaks  the 
lock-step  of  lower  and  middle-grade  pay  ad- 
vances made  without  regard  to  employee*' 
real  contributions." 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sena-tor 
from  West  Virginia  on  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
support  passage  of  Senate  Resolution  239. 

It  was  on  my  motion,  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  to 
bring  this  matter  to  a  vote  in  the  Sen- 
ate. The  Metcalf  resolution  was  reported 
from  our  committee  by  a  vote  of  7  to  2. 

There  is  some  reluctance,  of  course,  as 
I  vote  for  the  8.66  percent  because  we  do 
consider  the  recommendation  of  the 
President  for  the  5  percent  increase.  The 
Chief  Executive  has  given  the  matter 
careful  study. 

I  voted  against  the  inclusion  of  con- 
gressional salaries  in  the  pay  compar- 
ability measure,  a  few  months  ago.  That 
action  was  taken  in  the  committee,  as  it 
was  also  done  in  the  Senate  Chamber. 

I  shall  turn  back  to  the  Federal  Treas- 
ury any  increase  in  my  present  salary.  I 
so  stated  in  this  Chamber  on  July  29,  and 
I  repeat  it  today. 

There  is  a  positive  side  that  I  think 
Members  of  the  Senate  should .  under- 
stand in  reference  to  the  thousands  of 
Federal  workers,  1.39  million  white  collar 
civil  servants,  2.1  million  military  per- 
sonnel. These  are  all  affected,  and  this  Is 
the  point  that  I  wish  to  make. 

In  addition,  there  are  87,400  black  lung 


benefit  recipients  in  West  Virginia.  This 
weighs  heavily  with  me.  In  Pennsylvania, 
the  number  is  146,700,  in  Kentucky  the 
number  is  54,600,  and  in  Virginia  the 
number  is  26,575. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
regrets  to  inform  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator, the  ranking  member  of  the  Post  Of- 
fice and  Civil  Service  Committee,  that  his 
time  has  expired. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  I  will  allot 
1  more  minute  to  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
recognizes  the  Senator  .:om  West  Vir- 
ginia for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  These  benefits  to  the 
black  lung  beneficiares,  are  paid  at  the 
rates  of  50  percent  of  the  minimum 
monthly  payment  which  a  Federal  em- 
ployee in  grade  GS-2  receives  when  he  is 
totally  disabled 

I  cannot  in  good  judgment  deny  the  in- 
creases that  these  persons  justly  deserve. 

Also,  Mr.  President,  our  Federal  em- 
ployees are '  traditionally  conscientious 
and  productive.  Criticism  should  not  be 
aimed  at  such  workers. 

I  repeat  that,  in  reference  to  the  mat- 
ter of  the  increase  for  Members  of  the 
Senate,  I  am  not  critical  of  any  colleague 
but  I  believe  that  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate should  vote  directly  to  either  decrease 
their  salaries,  keep  them  at  present  lev- 
els, or  increase  those  salaries,  I  think 
this  is  an  obligation  which  we,  the  only 
elected  officials  in  this  program,  should 
face. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  Sen- 
ator from  Wyoming  has  1  minute  re- 
maining.' 

Mr.  McGEE.  I  yield  a  half  of  that  time 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York- 
Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.'  President,  we  are 
confronted  with  a  dilemma  as  t6  whether 
or  not  to  support  the  8.66  percent  pay 
raise  recommended  by  the  President's 
Advisory  Committee,  or  whether  to  sup- 
port the  President  in  his  decision  to  cut 
the  Commission's  recommendation  al- 
most in  half. 

It  would  be  much  easier  for  me  to  sup- 
port the  original  recommendation  of  the 
committee  if  Congress  had  not  decided 
to  include  itself  under  the  cost-of-living 
umbrella.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  controversy  will  be  aroused  because 
we  are  voting  a  financial  increment  to 
ourselves,  no  matter  what  its  size.  Never- 
theless, I  believe  that  it  would  be  unfair 
to  the  4  million  Federal  employees,  de- 
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pendents  and  pensioners  who  will  be  af- 
fected by  our  decision  to  permit  what- 
ever heat  we  may  be  obligated  to  take  to 
interfere  with  our  judgment  as  to  the 
right  or  wrong  of  this  matter. 

My  judgment  is  that  an  8.66-percent 
Increase  is  justified  by  the  rise  in  the 
cost-of-living  index  over  the  past  year. 
The  price  index  has  increased  9.7  per- 
cent from  July  1974  to  July  1975.  The 
fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in  the  private 
sector  collective  bargaining  has  produced 
an  average  11  percent  increase  in  the 
pay  scale  over  the  past  12-month  period. 
The  whole  purpose  of  this  legislation  was 
to  keep  pace,  to  the  degree  possible,  with 
increases  of  this  nature. 

I  want  to  underline  the  essential  point 
here.  It  was  the  intent  of  the  Congress, 
and  the  law  was  signed  by  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  to  maintain 
the  pay  rates  of  Federal  workers  at  the 
same  level  as  workers  in  comparable 
positions  received  in  private  industry.  It 
should  be  understood  by  the  American 
public  that  the  8.66  percent  recommen- 
dation comes  from  a  Board  composed  of 
the  Director  of  the  OMB  and  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
along  with  an  independent  Advisory 
Committee  on  Federal  Pay  chosen  by 
the  President  himself. 

We  are  not  establishing  an  arbitrary 
figure  here.  We  are  simply  abiding  by 
the  recommendations  of  an  impartial 
body  that  has  made  its  decision  on  the 
basis  of  facts  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics.  To  penalize  Federal  employees 
because  they  offer  their  services  to  the 
Federal  Government  rather  than  to  pri- 
vate industry  would  be  grossly  unfair, 
and  I  cannot  participate  in  such  an  ac- 
tion simply  to  protect  myself  from  possi- 
ble criticism  where  anyone  can  see  that 
my  own  salary  will  be  increased  in  only  a 
union  way  and  I  spend  too  much  on  the 
job  as  to  make  it  inmaterial.  I  make  my 
decision  to  vote  in  accord  with  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  President's  Advisory 
Committee  because  I  believe  it  is  right 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

There  is  a  sufficient  second. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
my  colleagues  to  reject  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 239  disapproving  the  President's 
proposal  to  limit  Federal  pay  increases 
to  5  percent. 

When  the  Senate  was  considering  H.R. 
2559,  I  had  reservations  about  the  Con- 
gress   approving    salary    increases    for 


Federal  employees  at  that  time.  One 
feature  of  that  bill  which  I  considered 
objectionable  was  the  provision  for  au- 
tomatic annual  increases. 

I  also  strongly  disapproved  of  includ- 
ing in  our  largesse  Members  of  Congress 
and  officials  of  the  legislative  branch.  I 
cosponsored  an  amendment  to  exclude 
us  and  them  from  the  salary  adjustment 
provisions.  Unfortunately  efforts  to 
delete  that  and  modify  other  sections 
failed  Accordingly  I  reluctantly  voted 
for  the  postal  safety  bill  on  final  passage 
because  it  contained  certain  provisions 
I  felt  were  needed. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  President,  we  should 
provide  increases  for  Federal  judges  and 
top  level  executive  branch  and  Cabinet 
officials  whose  pay  has  been  frozen  for 
6  years  despite  higher  living  costs  and 
inflation.  The  Comptroller  General  re- 
ported that  failure  to  adjust  salaries  had 
created  inequities  and  adverse  effects  on 
recruitment,  retention  and  incentives  for 
advancement  through  the  Federal  serv- 
ice. Too  many  valuable  employees  have 
chosen  to  retire  rather  than  stay  in  their 
jobs  at  fixed  pay  levels,  to  the  cost  and 
detriment  of  the  Government.  As  I  stated 
earlier,  if  we  are  to  bring  more  talented 
and  more  dedicated  men  to  Government 
from  comparable  high  paying  positions 
in  the  private  sector,  we  must  provide 
sufficient  incentive.  We  must  attract  and 
retrain  good  men  if  we  are  to  promote 
good  Government.  A  reasonable  but 
moderate  salary  increase  for  Federal  em- 
ployees seems  warranted.  \ 

There  is  no  sound  justification  for 
unreasonable,  immodest  increases  across 
the  board,  however. .The  difference  be- 
tween the  5  percent  limit  which  the 
President  Is  trying  to  hold  and  the  8.66 
percent  which  supporters  of  this  reso- 
lution now  urge  upon  us  is  not  trifling. 
An  8.66  percent  increase  would  cost  the 
taxpayers  another  $1.6  billion  this  year 
alone  over  the  5  percent  boost  requested 
by  President  Ford. 

According  to  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  the 
average  Federal  worker  earns  fully  45 
percent  more  than  the  average  worker 
in  private  industry.  The  Government  em- 
ployee earns  $75  more  each  week,  or 
$4,000  more  per  year.  In  addition,  Federal 
employees  already  have  far  more  ad- 
vantageous retirement,  sick  leave,  vaca- 
tion, and  other  benefits  than  most  em- 
ployees in  the  private  sector.  It  is  well 
known,  especially  to  the  taxpayers  who 
foot  our'salaries,  that  Federal  employees 
already  make  more  for  the  work  they 
do  than  employees  in  private  industry. 

Mr.  President,   the  total   cost  of   the 
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Federal  payroll  and  benefits  already 
stands  at  $70  billion  per  year.  There  is 
no  reason  to  add  another  $4  billion  to 
that  total.  Our  current  Government 
budget  deficit  is  running  around  $69  bil- 
lion. An  8.66  percent  boost  would  only 
drive  up  inflation  even  higher,  adding 
more  problems  to  our  troubled  economy. 
We  simply  do  not  have  the  funds  in  the 
Treasury  to  absorb  another  $1.5  billion 
in  fiscal  1976. 

Mr.  President,  citizens  of  Arizona,  Is 
everywhere  else,  are  already  overbur- 
dened with  taxes,  high  prices,  fuel  short- 
ages, too  many  Government  regulators, 
controls,  and  paperwork,  and  a  myriad  of 
other  problems,  many  of  them  generated 
by  Government.  They  are  disgusted  with 
politicians  and  politics  as  usual.  They 
are  increasingly  disenchanted  with  bu- 
reaucratic, insensitive  government  insti- 
tutions in  which  they  are  losing  faith 
and  confidence.  They  cannot  see  how  all 
of  us  in  Washington  deserve  more  money 
for  the  poor  job  we  are  doing.  They,  too, 
must  live  with  inflation,  and  many  exist 
on  limited  or  fixed  incomes.  They  can- 
not understand  why  $42,500  per  year  does 
not  satisfy  our  needs.  I  do  not  blame 
the  people  for  their  impatience.  The  Fed- 
eral Government's  lackluster  perform- 
ance record  for  dealing  with  the  Nation's 
problems  speaks  for  itself.  Government 
has  earned  this  criticism.  Government 
employees  have  not  earned  an  extra  3.66 
percent.  ' 

According  to  the  mail  I  have  received, 
congressional  approval  of  a  Federal  pay 
raise  package  did  not  sit  well  at  -all  in 
Arizona.  I  suspect  the  same  negative  re- 
sponse was  registered  across  the  coun- 
try. I  only  wish  we  had  an  opportunity 
to  vote  again  on  the  postal  safety  bilL 
Unfortunately  by  law  our  only  recourse 
now  is  either  to  support  the  President 
and  stick  to  5  percent  or  approve  this 
Senate  resolution  and  vote  ourselves  in- 
flationary increases  of  8.66  percent.  In 
light  of  the  adverse  popular  reaction  and 
unfavorable  publicity  given  to  the  Con- 
gress in  the 'media  for  swift  approval  of 
a  pay  raise  bill,  if  we  now  reject  the 
President's  proposal  and  vote  to  insulate 
ourselves  from  the  inflation  that  op- 
presses other  Americans,  we  will  merit 
the  wrath  of  the  taxpayers  and  voters. 

The  temptation  to  vote  for  this  res- 
olution is  understandably  strong  for 
many.  It  might  be  easy  just  to  vote  the 
whole  8.66  percent  and  then  wait  for 
the  country  to  forget,  rather  than  incur 
the  wrath  of  Government  employees,  a 
strong  block  of  votes,  after  all.  Then 
there  are  pressures  from  the  professional 
Government  unions  and  lobbies.  Only 
yesterday  my  office  here  received  a  call 


from  a  HEW  employee  in  Seattle,  pre- 
sumably using  the  taxpayer-supported 
Government  WATS  line,  seeking  my  sup- 
port for  8.66  percent. 

I  can  readily  understand  and  appre- 
ciate the  concerns  and  interests  of  Gov- 
ernment workers  in  earning  higher  sal- 
aries, in  keeping  ahead  of  inflation,  es- 
pecially when  their  pay  has  been  frozen 
for  years.  But  I  am  also  sure  that  most 
of  them  realize  that  the  money  for  their 
increases  must  come  from  somewhere, 
and  that  means  everyone.  They  surely 
know  that  the  country  simply  cannot  af- 
ford extravagance  and  fiscal  irresponsi- 
bility. 

I  repeat  what  I  said,  Mr.  President, 
when  H.R.  2559  was  before  the  Senate, 
that  "this  is  both  the  wrong  time  and 
the  wrong  approach"  to  increasing  pay 
for  Federal  employees.  "This  would  be 
an  extremely  poor  example  for  the  Con- 
gress to  set  at  a  time  when  we  are  asking 
the  American  people  to  make  sacrifices 
and  show  restraint  so  that  we  can  fight 
inflation,,  overcome  recession,  and  deal 
with  the  energy  crisis."  Once  we  have 
balanced  the  Federal  budget,  returned 
full  employment  to  our  economy,  and 
formed  a  sound  energy  policy,  once  all 
branches  of  Government  have  dealt  ef- 
fectively with  the  problems  of  the  people 
we  are  supposed  to  serve,  then  perhaps 
the  Congress  can  consider  increasing  the 
pay  for  all  Federal  employees.  Right  now 
we  have  an  obligation  to  keep  Federal 
compensation  at  reasonable,  competitive 
levels  without  imposing  excessive,  infla- 
tionary demands  on  the  public  purse. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  for  fiscal  re- 
sponsibility is  long  overdue.  I  shall  vote 
to  hold  Government  pay  increases  to  5 
percent.  I  shall  vote  against  Senate  Res- 
olution 239,  and  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
do  the  same. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  my  vote 
today  against  the  resolution  to  disap- 
prove the  President's  proposal  to  hold  the 
Federal  pay  increase  to  5  percent  Is  cast 
most  reluctantly. 

I  have  voted  for  the  5  percent  level 
knowing  well  the  difficulties  that  many 
Federal  employees  and  members  of  the 
armed  services  are  experiencing  with  ris- 
ing living  costs.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
there  are  three  very  important  consider- 
ations which  call  for  supporting  the  Pres- 
ident's position: 

First.  There  will  be  an  increase.  It  will 
not  be  as  large  as  that  recommended  by 
the  President's  advisors  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Pay  Comparability  Act  of 
1970.  But  it  will  be  substantial  totalling 
approximately  $2  billion.  At  5  percent, 
the  President  is  going  more  than  half- 


341 


way  toward  the  8.66  percent  recom- 
mended to  him. 

Second.  Unless  we  can  limit  Increased 
Federal  spending,  we  will  be  adding  to 
the  very  inflation  which  is  the  worker's 
worst  enemy.  What  good  does  a  salary 
increase  do  him  if  it  is  immediately  eaten 
up  by  inflation? 

Third.  The  savings  which  would  be 
achieved  by  holding  the  increase  to  5 
percent  are  impressive,  an  estimated  $1.6 
billion.  By  accepting  a  limitation  on  the 
amount  of  the  increase,  the  result  will 
be  a  significant  contribution  toward 
fighting  inflation  which  is  the  real 
enemy. 

May  I  take  this  opportunity  to  note, 
Mr.  President,  that  on  Julv  25,  1975,  I 
was  recorded  as  for  the  Allen  amend- 
ment to  S.  2559  that  would  have  pre- 
vented Members  of  Congress  from  receiv- 
ing any  increase  in  salary.  However,  the 
Allen  amendment  was  defeated.  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  as  h.  result,  are  included 
in  the  Pay  Comparability  Act,  so  that 
their  pay  will  be  increased,  either  by  5 
percent  or  8.66  percent,  depending  on  the 
result  of  the  vote  on  the  pending  resolu- 
tion. My  preference  is  that  Members  of 
Congress  should  be  called  upon  to  vote 
directly  on  a  measure  which  has  for  its 
sole  issue  a  congressional  pay  raise  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  any  other  pay  raises. 
Had  that  been  the  case,  Mr.  President, 
I  would  have  voted  "no"  thereon. 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
express  my  strong  opposition  to  Senate 
Resolution  239,  which  overturns  Presi- 
dent Ford's  recommendation  and  man- 
dates an  8.66  percent  pay  increase  for 
about  3.5  million  Federal  white-collar 
and  military  personnel,  together  with 
top  Federal  officials,  Federal  judges,  and 
Members  of  Congress.  President  Ford 
recommended  a  5  percent  pay  increase. 

I  oppose  this  resolution  for  two  rea- 
sons: First,  the  8.66  percent  pay  increase 
called  for  under  the  Senate  resolution  is 
clearly  inflationary;  and  second,  the  law 
requiring  wage  comparability,  to  which 
this  Senate  resolution  speaks,  is  based 
on  a  misconception,  and  the  method  by 
which  comparability  is  determined  is 
faulty. 

The  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of 
1970  requires  that,  each  year,  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  the  rate  of  pay  for  Federal  white- 
collar  and  military  personnel  is  to  be 
made  comparable  with  similar  employees 
in  the  private  sector. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  it  was 
determined  that,  for  1975,  an  8.66  percent 
pay  increase  was  necessary  to  make  the 
salaries  of  Federal  white-collar  and  mili- 
tary  personnel   comparable    to   that  of 


their  private  sector  counterparts.  Addi- 
tionally, because  of  legislation  which 
cleared  the  Congress  late  in  July  of  this 
year,  top  Federal  officials,  members  of  the 
Federal  judiciary,  a>nd  Members  of  Con- 
gress will  annually  receive  the  pay-rate 
increase  found  applicable  for  white-col- 
lar and  military  personnel.  Accordingly, 
the  8.66  percent  pay  increase  called  for 
under  Senate  Resolution  239,  or  the  5 
percent  asked  for  by  the  President,  will 
go  to  Members  of  Congress  as  well  as 
other  Federal  employees. 

Before  turning  to  the  substantive  ob- 
jections I  have  to  this  resolution,  I  want 
to  address  the  fact  that  the  pay  raise  we 
are  considering  will  go  also  to  Members 
of  Congress.  N    . 

In  July,  when  the  legislation  which  tied 
congressional  pay  raises  to  those  of  Fed- 
eral white-collar  and  military  personnel 
was  before  the  Senate,  I  voted  to  make 
congressional  pay  raises  a  separate  is- 
sue; on  final  passage  I  voted  against  the 
pay  raise.  If  the  Congress  wants  to  vote 
itself  a  pay  raise,  I  believe  it  should  do  so. 
but  I  do  not  believe  that  a  congressional 
pay  raise  should  be  tied  to  pay  increase 
legislation  for  other  Federal  employees. 
This  back-door  approach  to  legislating 
congressional  pay  raises  is  particularly 
objectionable,  not  only  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  but  as  a  matter  of  legislative  policy. 

The  matter  of  congressional  pay  raises 
aside,  let  me  now  turn  to  the  substan- 
tive objections  I  have  to  the  pending 
matter  before  the  Senate,  Senate  Resolu- 
tion 239. 

As  I  previously  indicated,  I  am  opposed 
to  Senate  Resolution  239  because  an  8.66 
percent  pay  increase  will  be  inflationary. 
President  Ford,  in  asking  Congress  to 
limit  the  pay  raise  to  5  percent,  empha- 
sized that  "pay  comparability  must  be 
viewed  in  the  light  of  the  country's  cur- 
rent economic  situation."  Despite  the  fact 
that  the  leading  economic  indicators  pre- 
dict a  strong  economic  recovery,  all  lead- 
ing economists  are  quick  to  note  that  our 
longrun  concern  must  continue  to  be  the 
control  of  inflation.  A  false  economic  re- 
covery which  only  fires  an  additional 
round  of  inflation  will  truly  be  self-de- 
feating. Our  concern  and  legislative  pri- 
ority must  be  to  promote  economic  re- 
covery without  promoting  inflation. 

A  pay  increaseNof  8.66  percent  will  add 
more  than  $3V2  billion-  to  Federal  ex- 
penditures. The  President's  recom- 
mended increase  will  cost  approximately 
$1.9  billion. 

With  the  Federal  deficit  for  this  year 
estimated  to  be  between  $70  and  $80 
billion,  the  cost  of  the  President's  recom- 
mended 5 -percent  pay  increase  is  no 
small  amount.  I  believe  the  President's 
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recommendation  is  more  than  sufficient 
during  these  troubled  economic  times. 
To  those  Federal  employees  who  say, 
"Yes,  I  want  to  control  inflation,  but 
why  only  pick  on  us?"  I  must  reply  that 
you  have  not  been  singled  out.  I  have 
voted  against  many  Federal  programs 
that  I  believed  were  needed  and  would 
have  been  of  assistance  to  many  Ameri- 
cans simply  because  the  Nation  cannot 
afford  them.'High  Federal  deficit  spend- 
ing, even  during  periods  of  economic 
stability,  is  poor  fiscal  policy,  but  such 
deficits  during  a  period  of  high  inflation 
will  lead  to  even  higher  inflation.  Fed- 
eral deficits  have,  in  large  part,  caused 
our  current  economic  difficulties;  I  can- 
not support  legislation  which  adds  fur- 
ther to  the  Nation's  economic  problems. 
Cutting  Federal  spending  will  neces- 
sarily result  in  complaints  from  those 
who  have  been  accustomed  to  automatic 
increases;  however,  when  the  stability 
of  the  entire  Nation  is  at  stake,  I  have 
no  alternative.  .Surely,  if  longrun  sta- 
bility is  our  goal,  we  must  all  be  willing 
to  give  a  little  In  the  short  run. 

Finally,  I  am  opposed  to  Senate  Res- 
olution 239  because  the  Federal  Pay 
Comparability  Act  of  1970,  which  calls 
for  pay  comparability  between  Federal 
workers  and  their  private-sector  coun- 
terparts, is  based  on  a  misconception 
and  the  method  by  which  comparability 
is  determined  is  faulty. 

During  periods  of  economic  instability, 
millions  of  workers  in  the  private  sector 
feel  the  bite  of  stagnation.  Many  private- 
sector  employees  are  laid  off,  required 
to  work  reduced  work  weeks,  and  face 
other  forms  of  job  and  income  insta- 
bility. Businessmen,  fanners,  and  ranch-' 
ers  watch  their  incomes  fall,  and  many 
are  forced  out  of  business.  These  indi- 
viduals know  the  reality  of  job,  business, 
and  income  instability. 

Certainly,  during  these  troubled  times, 
not  everyone  suffers  equally.  Some  busi- 
nesses and  employees  escape,  because 
not  all  segments  of  our  economy  are 
equally  hard  hit.  However,  those  that 
escape  this  economic  downturn  know 
from  experience  they  may  be  severely 
hit  next  time.  Civil  servants,  on  the  other 
hand,  enjoy  unprecedented  job  and  in- 
come stability,  and  rarely  feel  the  full 
thrust  of  national  economic  difficulties. 
Because  Federal  employees,  unlike 
their  private-sector  counterparts,  are  in- 
sulated from  job  and  income  instability, 
legislation  mandating  that  Federal  em- 
ployees are  to  annually  receive  wage 
increases  comparable  to  their  private- 
sector  counterparts  makes  no  sense  to 
me.  Certainly,  most  Federal  employees 
do  not  enjoy  the  right  to  engage  in  wage 
and  benefit  collective  bargaining.  How- 


ever, few  private -sector  white-collar 
employees  engage  in  such  collective 
bargaining. 

In  sum,  I  believe  that,  because  of  the 
unprecedented  civil  service  job  and  in- 
come security,  annual  wage  compara- 
bility between  white-collar  civil  servants 
and  their  private-sector  counterparts  is 
not  warranted. 

Moreover,  the  issue  is  larger  than  un- 
precedented civil  service  job  and  income 
security.  I  believe  the  method  by  which 
income  comparability  is  determined  is 
faulty. 

According  to  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Federal 
employees  earn  an  average  of  46  percent 
more  than  workers  in  the  private  sector. 
Additionally,  I  am  informed  that  Federal 
pensions  and  fringe  benefits  are  more 
than  those  found  in  the  private  sector. 
The  Federal  Government  pays,  in  addi- 
tion to  a  worker's  wage  base,  32.1  percent 
in  fringe  benefits,  as  compared  to  28.7 
percent  in  private  industry. 

The  question  arises,  if  this  is  true,  then 
why  has  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Fed- 
eral Pay  indicated  that  Federal  white- 
collar  employees  need  an  8.66  percent 
pay  increase  to  make  their  pay  compar- 
able to  their  private-sector  counter- 
parts? The  answer  is  that  the  method 
used  to  determine  comparability  excludes 
most  all  private-sector  employment.  In 
determining  wage  comparability,"  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics  excludes  74  per- 
cent of  the  private-sector  employees.  The 
fact  that  many  individuals  in  the  private 
sector  have  experienced  a  reduction, 
rather  than  an  increase,  In  income  is  not 
reflected  in  the  BLS  comparability 
sample.  For  example,  the  fact  that  in  a 
1-year  period,  national  farm  income  de- 
creased by  16.9  percent,  and  decreased 
by  31  percent  in  my  State  of  Wyoming, 
is  not  reflected  in  the  BLS  sample  to  de- 
termine comparability. 

Accordingly,  when  it  Is  asserted  that 
this  resolution  merely'  assures  that  Fed- 
eral white-collar  workers  will  keep  up 
with  their  private -sector  counterparts,  I 
seriously  question  with  whom  the  Fed- 
eral employees  are  being  compared.  It 
appears  that  they  are  not  compared  with 
the  private  sector,  but  with  only  those 
jobs  in  the  private  sector  that  have  es- 
caped the  instability  of  the  private 
sector.  Clearly,  it  is  time  for  a  new 
standard. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  support  this 
resolution,  and  urge  my  colleagues  to 
vote  against  it. 

Mr.  TUNNEY.  Mr.  President,  over  the 
years,  I  have  voted  for  cost  of  living  in- 
creases for  Federal  employees.  Today  the 
Senate  must  decide  whether  the  increase 
this  year  should  be  5  or  8.6  percent. 
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I  plan  to  vote  for  the  lower  figure.  I  do 
so  in  shared  concern  with  the  majority 
of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  mem- 
bers that  first  a  ceiling  must  be  imposed 
on  Federal  spending,  and  second  the 
larger  increase  could  ignite  further 
inflation. 

The  deficit  for  the  fiscal  year  appar- 
ently will  be  around  $70  billion,  and 
every  dollar  added  to  it  just  adds  more 
inflammable  material  to  the  fires  of  in- 
flation. The  8.66  percent  increase  would 
cost  an  estimated  additional  $1.6  billion. 

The  enormous  majority  of  our  military 
personnel  and  Federal  employees  deserve 
every  dollar  they  get  and  more.  They 
give  devoted  service. 

But  the  Federal  Government  itself 
must  demonstrate  to  the  Nation  that  it 
has  the  will  and  the  determination  to 
bring  spending  under  control. 

I  regret  that  Federal  employees  must 
be  frontline  troops  in  the  fight  against 
inflation.  But  the  national  interest  clear- 
ly requires  that  the  spread  of  inflation 
be  halted. 

Inflationary  pay  increases  are  like 
candles;  both  are  devoured  by  their  own 
incandescence. 

There  are  two  other  points  which  I 
believe  should  be  made.  The  first  is  the 
well-known  fact  that  some  people  need 
this  raise  more  than  others.  Employees 
at  the  lower  levels  of  the  civil  service 
pay  scales  are  desperately  in  need  of 
higher  pay  to  cope  with  the  skyrocketing 
cost  of  inflation.  Judges,  at  the  higher 
levels  of  the  pay  scales,  are  making  tre- 
mendous financial  sacrifices  to  serve  in 
the  Federal  judiciary. 

But  the  question  before  us  today  is  not 
whether  to  raise  the  salaries  of  some 
Federal  employees  to  give  them  a  fair 
competitive  wage.*The  President  has  cho- 
sen to  give  us  a  single  choice  of  accepting 
a  5-percent  raise  for  all  non-blue  collar 
employees,  and  I  believe  the  increase 
just,  though  clearly  not  generous.    , 

One  other  point  is  worth  mentioning. 
I  feel  that  the  Congress  did  the  Nation 
a  disservice  by  linking'  its  own  pay  raises 
with  those  of  other  Federal  employees. 
When  the  congressional  pay  raise  was 
approved  in  July,  I  opposed  the  legisla- 
tion because  I  felt  that  the  Congress 
had  no  business  tying  its  own  financial 
security  to  that  of  the  rest  of  the  Federal 
Government.  In  future  salary  considera- 
tions, raises  of  Congressmen  and  Sena- 
tors should  be  considered  separately  and 
independently  of  those  for  other  Federal 
workers. 

Mr.  FANNIN.  Mr.  President,  people  in 
Arizona  and  around  the  Nation  each  day 
become  a  little  more  disenchanted  with 
Congress  and  the  Government  in  general. 


The  pay  raise  action  taken  just  before 
the  August  recess  brought  a  flood  of  mail 
to  my  office,  and  to  virtually  every  office 
on  Capitol  Hill. 

The  pay  raise  scheme  for  Congress 
which  was  adopted  in  1970,  and  the  re- 
cent cost-of-living  escalator  for  Congress, 
are  both  viewed  with  alarm  by  Americans 
who  are  suffering  from  the  fiscal  irre- 
sponsibility of  Congress.  Now  that  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  been  freed  from 
concern  about  the  effect  of  inflation  on 
their  own  income,  the  pressure  on  Con- 
gress to  do  something  about  inflation  has 
diminished.  Whether  this  is  true  or  not, 
this  is  what  the  people  believe,  and  this 
is  an  extremely  bad  situation. 

The  pay  comparability  system  for  Fed- 
eral employees  is  likewise  very  suspect 
in  the  eyes  of  the  average  non-Govern- 
ment emoloyee  who  is  struggling  to  over- 
come inflation,  avoid  unemployment,  and 
make  some  provisions  for  the  future. 

We  have  before  us  a  resolution  which 
would  provide  an  8.66-percent  increase 
in  the  pay  of  Federal  workers.  President 
Ford  has  proposed  that  the  increase  be 
held  to  5  percent.  It  is  essential  that  we 
support  the  President  and  demonstrate 
to  the  people  that  the  Government — the 
Congress  and  Government  workers  at  all 
levels — are  willing  to  take  the  lead  in 
returning  fiscal  responsibility  to  Wash- 
ington. 

Mr.  President,  the  Arizona  Republic 
last  Monday  carried  an  editorial,  "The 
Rip-off  Artists,"  which  I  believe  ac- 
curately portrays  the  public  view  of  the 
proposed  8.66-percent  increase.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  Record.     ■ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

The  Rip-Off  Artists 

No  one  in  his'  right  mind  would  hire  a 
rabbit  to  guard  a  lettuce  patch.  Yet,  that 
Is  precisely  what  Congress  did  in  1962  when 
it  decreed  that  federal  pay  scales  should  be 
comparable  with  those  in  private  industry. 

It  assigned  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
to  conduct  the  necessary  surveys,  with  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  director 
of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
certifying  the  results. 

In  other  words,  it  assigned  government 
bureaucrats  to  determine  how  much  govern- 
ment bureaucrats,  including  themselves, 
should  be  paid. 

Not  surprisingly,  since  1962  the  salary  of 
the  average  federal  worker  has  risen  120 
per  cent,  as  compared  with  an  average  in- 
crease of  87  per  cent  in  the  private  sector. 

The  result:  According  to  a  study  by  the 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 
federal  employes  now  earn  an  average  of  46 
per  cent  more  than  workers  in  private 
Industry. 
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Federal  workers  are  ahead  in  fringe  bene- 
fits, too.  These  now  cost'  the  government 
32.1  per  cent  on  top  of  each  worker's  base 
pay;  for  workers  In  private  Industry,  the 
figiire  is  28.7  per  cent. 

The  mathematical  calculations  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics  are  wondrous  to 
behold.  Despite  the  demonstrable  fact  that 
federal  workers  already  make  more  than 
workers  in  private  industry,  the  bureau  has 
decided  they  need  an  8.66  per  cent  raise 
this  year  to  make  their  wages  "comparable." 

The  estimated  cost:  $3.5  billion. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the 
OMB  have  okayed  the  bureau's  statistics, 
but,  under  the  Udall  Act  of  1970,  President 
Ford  has  the  power  to  reject  the  bureau- 
crats' recommendations.  He  has  done  so, 
arguing  that  an  8.66  raise  would  be  infla- 
tionary. He  has  asked  Congress  to  limit  the 
raise  to  5  per  cent,  an  estimated  $1.6  billion. 

6n  Thursday,  the  Senate  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  rejected  the  Presi- 
dent's request.  If  the  full  Senate  upholds  the 
committee,  the  8.66  per  cent  raise  will  go 
through.  If  not,  the  Issue  will  be  fought  out 
in  the  House. 

Meanwhile,  Ford  has  asked  Vice  President 
Nelson  Rockefeller  to  head  up  a  commission 
to  study  the  procedure  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  uses  in  reaching  Its  srtrange  con- 
clusions. 

On  its  face,  the  procedure  looks  eminently 
fair.  Actually,  it's  anything  but.  For  example, 
in  deciding  how  much  workers  in  private 
industry  earn,  the  bureau  disregards  74  per 
cent  of  all  private  industry. 

Even  in  the  priy_ate  companies  it  does  sur- 
vey, the  bureau  picks  a  disproportionate 
number  of  the  highest-paying  jobs.  Seventy 
percent  of  all  GS-5  employees  are  clerical 
workers.  Nevertheless,  of  the  10  job  categories 
in  private  industry  picked  to  determine  GS-5 
wages,  six  require  a  college  education. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  and  the  OMB 
admit  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics*  meth- 
ods of  determining  pay  In  private  industry 
give  a  distorted  picture.  They  say  they  can 
do  nothing  about  it  because  the  federal  work- 
ers have  so  many  friends  in  Congress. 

The  vote  in  the  Senate  committee  shows 
how  right  they  are. 

Mr.  DOMENICI.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
reviewed  carefully  the  proposal  to  limit 
pay  raises  for  Federal  employes  to  5  per- 
cent. I  have  also  listened  attentively  to 
arguments  to  raise  Federal  pay  levels  by 
almost  9  percent.  After  many,  many 
hours  of  hearings  and  seminars  in  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  I  am  per- 
suaded that  this  Nation  must  simply  be- 
gin to  cut  back  on  the  growth  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget.  We  can  not  tolerate  any 
longer  a  situation  where  Government 
spending  itself  actually  erodes  the  dol- 
lars the  working  man  and  woman  bring 
home,  and  the  dollars  our  citizens  have 
put  into  savings  and  pension  accounts 
for  their  futures. 

The  only  way  to  break  this  inflationary 
cycle  is  to  exercise  restraint.  I  must  re- 
mind my  colleagues  that  by  limiting  this 


pay  raise  for  Federal  employes  to  5  per- 
cent, we  are  still  adding  some  $1.9  bil- 
lion to  the  Federal  budget.  We  are  not 
proposing  to  hold  anyone  to  no  increase. 
Other  governments  have  shown  the 
courage  to  limit  the  size  of  pay  increases 
to  their  employes.  My  State  of  New  Mex- 
ico limited  the  pay  increases  of  its  class- 
ified workers  to  5  percent  for  this  fiscal 
year.  Other  States  and  localities  have 
done  likewise, 

I  have  voted  for  a  maximum  pay  raise 
for  Federal  employes  for  2  straight  years. 
I  can,  in  all  good  conscience,  only  vote 
for  a  5  percent  raise  this  year.  Bluntly,  if 
we  are  to  cut  down  on  the  rate  of  in- 
crease of  Government  spending,  we  are 
either  going  to  cut  back  on  programs,  cut 
back  on  personnel,  or  limit  pay  increases. 
I  have  a  choice  then:  I  can  vote  to  in- 
crease the  salaries  of  those  employed, 
and,  thereby,  almost  guarantee  that 
fewer  jobs  will  be  available  to  them  and 
to  those  now  unemployed  in  the  future. 
Or,  I  can  vote  for  a  smaller  increase  and 
give  present  employes  added  job  security 
and  hold  out  for  the  unemployed  a 
chance  for  eventual  employment.  I 
choose  the  latter  course  as  the  one  best 
for  the  greatest  number  of  Americans 
and  as  the  one  that  will,  in  the  long  run, 
best  protect  the  earning  power  of  our 
citizens  and  their  savings. 

I  might  add,  that  if  we  vote  to  limit 
this  pay  increase,  to  ask  this  sacrifice  for 
the  national  good  by  Federal  employes, 
then  we  are  sending  an  important  signal 
to  the  private  sector  to  limit  wage  in- 
creases— and,  "more  important,  to  limit 
price  increases.  This  signal  is  very  im- 
portant. It  shows  we  are  serious  in  our 
efforts  to  restore  economic  stability. 

I  should  remind  those  in  the  military, 
also,  that  if  we  allow  an  8.66  percent  in- 
crease to  go  into  effect,  we  will  exceed  the 
five  percent  increase  by  $1.6  billion.  To 
make  up  for 'this  increase,  we  would  have 
to  cut  back  on  between  200,000  and  400,- 
000  military  jobs  or  cut  programs.  Since 
most  cuts  have  been  in  personnel,  I  think 
it  is  obvious  that  to  vote  against  limiting 
the  pay  raise  would  have  serious  conse- 
quences for  military  personnel  and  could 
affect  adversely  the  communities  in 
which  they  live. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  high  unem- 
ployment and  higher  inflation.  We  need 
to  fight  both  of  them.  One  of  the  ways 
the  Federal  Government  can  do  this 
directly  is  to  limit  the  pay  raise  for  Fed- 
eral employees  this  year. 

We  should  guarantee  to*  Government 
employees  that  they  will  have  their  jobs 
in  the  future.  We  should  guarantee  them 
that  their  savings  will  be  free  from  infla- 
tion. We  should  guarantee  them  that 
their  earning  power  will  stop   eroding, 
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that  their  paychecks  will  go  further.  By 
voting  to  limit  this  pay  raise,  we  are 
actually  voting  to  increase  the  purchas- 
ing power  of  the  Federal  employee. 

All  logic  and  all  honesty  demand  a 
vote  to  limit  the  pay  raise  for  Federal 
employees  to  5  percent.  I  will  so  vote. 

Mr.  PACKWOOD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  made  my  position  on  Government 
spending  clear  before  this  body  on  nu- 
merous occasions.  I  will  vote  to  limit  the 
cost  of  living  increases  to  5  percent.  We 
are  currently  spending  about  $850  mil- 
lion every  day  of  the  year.  Next  year  it  is 
projected  to  be  almost  $1  billion  every 
day.  Every  day  we  spend  money  at  these 
amounts  we  add  to  our  deficit  and  push 
the  rates  of  inflation  to  intolerable  levels. 
I  have  not  been  convinced  that  the  8.66 
percent  pay  raise  will  not  have  further 
inflationary  ripple  effects.  A  number  of 
private  business  firms  here  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.,  as  well  as  in  Oregon,  tie  their 
pay  and  benefits  to  the  Government  in- 
crease. Although  this  raise  is  billed  as  a 
catchup  with  private  industry,  some  of 
these  firms  will  be  forced  to  catch  up 
with  the  Government,  whether  the  raise 
is  5  percent  or  8.66  percent.  To  me  it  is 
not  clear  who  leads  and  who  follows. 
What  I  am  convinced  of  is  that  Con- 
gress can  take  action  which  would  pre- 
vent an  exacerbation  of  these  inflation- 
ary effects  and  set  a  tone  for  nationwide 
contract  agreements  over  the  next  year. 
We  are  now  clearly  over  the  Senate 
budget  recommendation.  If  the  8.66  per- 
cent increase  were  adopted,  we  would 
have  exceeded  the  budget  resolution 
agreed  to  in  the  Senate  by  some  $6  bil- 
lion. These  are  not  the  Presidential 
budget  estimates;  there  are  the  Senate 
budget  estknates.  A  vote  to  cap  the  cost 
of  living  increases  at  5  percent  would 
save  about  $1.6  billion  in  Government 
payroll  costs. 

My  vote  is  not  a  statement  against 
the  equities  and  merits  of  the  pay  raise; 
I  am  not  voting  against  the  8.66  percent 
increase  because  I  think  it  is  undeserved. 
Nor  can  this  vote  be  interpreted  to  mean 
I  favor  no  cost-of-living  increase.  On  the 
contrary,  our  military  and  Federal  civil- 
ian employees  are  among  the  most  qual- 
ified in  the  world  and  deserve  our  sup- 
port and  praise.  Now,  during  a  period 
of  financial  difficulty,  we  are  going  to 
ask  them  Jto  adopt  a  standard  contrary 
to  which  they  have  merited. 

Mr.  President,  budgetary  considera- 
tions and  the  threat  they  pose  to  our 
financial  stability  are  the  overriding  rea- 
sons for  my  vote  against  the  cost-of- 
living  increases  of  8.66  percent.  I  frankly 
think  that  the  real  fears  of  rampant  in- 


flation caused  by  Government  spending 
outweigh  the  soothing  effects  of  an  addi- 
tional pay  increase  of  3t>6  percent  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  ROTH.  Mr.  President.  I  am  voting 
against  the  resolution  because  Members 
of  Congress  would  benefit  from  the 
higher  8.66  percent  pay  raise.     ' 

I  voted  against  the  legislation  last 
month  that  made  Members  of  Congress 
eligible  for  this  automatic  cost-of-living 
raise,  and  I  cannot  in  good  conscience 
now  vote  to  grant  myself  a  pay  raise  at 
the  expense  of  the  already  overburdened 
taxpayer. 

During  the  debate  on  that  legislation 
last  month,  I  supported  and  voted  for 
amendments  to  repeal  the  automatic  pay 
raises  for  Members  of  Congress.  Unfor- 
tunately, these  amendments  were 
defeated. 

And  because  today  Vlegislation  cannot 
be  amended  to  exclude  Members  of  Con- 
gress, I  must  vote  against  the  higher  pay 
raise. 

I  believe  that  if  Members  of  Congress 
want  a  pay  raise,  they  should  have  the 
guts  to  vote  on  it  separately  and  not  tie 
it  to  a  pay  raise  for  all  Federal  workers. 

In  addition,  I  believe  it  is  most  inap- 
propriate for  Congress,  which  is  respon- 
sible for  much  of  today's  inflation,  to  in- 
sulate itself  from  the  pains  of  inflation. 

If  Congress  cannot  provide  the  leader- 
ship, how  can  we  expect  labor,  business, 
and  consumers  to  make  the  necessary 
sacrifices  to  get  this  country  moving 
again? 

At  a  time  when  every  American  is  feel- 
ing the  effects  of  inflation  and  recession, 
I  believe  it  is  outrageous  for  Members  of 
Congress  to  add  this  additional  burden 
to  the  already  over-taxed  American 
people. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
decided  not  to  support  the  President's 
attempt  to  deny  to  Federal  workers  their 
full  comparability  pay  raise. 

My  decision  was  determined  by  three 
factors:  - 

First,  sufficient  funds  were  provided  in 
the  congressional  budget  to  accommodate 
the  full  8.66-percent  raise. 

The  conference  report  on  House  Con- 
current Resolution  218,  the  First  Concur- 
rent Resolution  on  the  Budget  makes  that 
plain — I  was  a  conferee. 

The  comparability  pay  adjustment  for 
military  personnel  and  for  Federal  civil- 
ian classified  workers  impacts  on  two 
budget  functions — "National  Defense" 
and  "Allowances." 

The  Senate  managers  were  not  unani- 
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mous  as  to  .  vhether  or  not  a  pay  cap 
should  be  imposed,  but  the  House  man- 
agers were  nanimou:  in  favor  of  cap 
removal. 

Properly  so,  Mr.  President  for  the  full 
House  had  instructed  its  managers,  by 
adopting  by  a  substantial  margin  the 
O'Neill  amendment  to  the  House  resolu- 
tion, removing  all  pay  caps. 

In  the  joint  explanatory  statement  of 
managers  accompanying  the  conference 
report,  explaining  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  House  and  Senate  managers,  the 
following  statements  appear: 

In  national  defense,  "if  Congress 
should  decide  not  to  limit  increases  in 
defense  salaries  and  retirement  allow- 
ances, there  are  sufficient  funds  within' 
this  total  to  support  that  decision." 

Cap  removal  is  consistent  with  the 
budget  resolution,  but  only  if  other 
spending  bills  are  held  within  the  limits 
envisioned  by  the  Budget  Committees. 

An  analysis  of  the  national  defense 
target,  broken  out  by  spending  bills,  sup-, 
ports  that  conclusion.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  analysis  I  have  pre- 
pared be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


National  Defense  Budget 
Budget  authority    {$   billions)    FY   1976 
Congressional  budget  targets  by  appropri- 
ations (or  other  spending)  bills. 

Prior    year    carryover 1.668 

Defense    appropriations 88.116 

051    • 88.115 

062    0.000 

054 o.OOl 

Military  construction  appropriation 

051    __. 3  884 

(Treasury,  Postal  Service  and  gen- 
eral Government  appropriation) 
(H.R.  8365).. 0.121 

051    __ 0.088 

054 0.033 

Military  retired  pay  recomputation 

(S.  1702,  S.  1969) 0.000 

Allowance — pay  raise  (8.66%) 2.920 

Foreign  assistance  appropriation 2.673 

Public    works  .appropriation     (H.R. 

8122)    1.896 

HUD,  Independent  agencies  appro- 
priation (H.R.  8070) 0.048 

State,  Justice^  Commerce  and  Ju- 
diciary appropriations  (H.R. 
8121)    . 07005 

Miscellaneous  offsets 

054 —0.631 

Congressional  budget  targets 100.  700 
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Assumptions: 

(1)  When  Budget  Conference  report  re- 
flects Budget  Comm.  position,  target  is  con- 
sistent with  that  position,  e.g.,  "Eliminate 
SE  Asia  military  aid."    . 

(2)  When  Budget  Conference  report  is  si- 
lent, but  March  15  Appropriations  report 
makes  specific  recommendation,  recommen- 
dation is  assumed  adopted,  and  is  used  as 
target,  e.g.  "Cut  $225  million  from  Military 
Construction." 

(3)  When  both  Budget  Conference  report 
and  Appropriations  Comm.  report  are  silent, 
assume  President's  request  adopted  as  target, 
e.g.  "ERDA  Nuclear  weapons." 

(4)  "Inflation,  program  growth,  and  finan- 
cial adjustments"  were  assumed,  based  on 
Committee  discussion,  to  be  cuts  applicable 
to  the  Defense  Appropriation  bill  only. 

Congressional  Action: 

Amounts  below  target,  i.e.  Military  Con- 
struction ($0,031)  and  two  items  in  H.R.  8365 
(total:  $0,021)  are  more  than  offset  by  re- 
tired pay  recomputation.  Where  there  has 
been  no  identifiable  Congressional  action, 
the  Congressional  target  is  shown.  Congres- 
sional action  numbers  are  subject  to  change 
as  bills  progress. 

Mr.  CRANSTON.  As  the  analysis  makes 
clear,  the  pay  cap  will  not  cut  Federal 
spending— rather,  it  will  simply  take  the 
pressure  of  fiscal  restraint  off  of  the  for- 
eign military  assistance  appropriation, 
and  the  defense  appropriation  bill. 

For  the  latter  bill  alone,  more  than 
$88  billion  has  -been  allocated,  consistent 
with  no  pay  cap,  and  even  more  is  being 
sought. 

As  a  matter  of  priority,  I  believe  it  far 
wiser,  socially,  economically,  and  even  as 
a  matter  of  national  security,  to  attempt 
to  maintain  the  real  wages  of  our  mili- 
tary and  civilian  workers,  than  to  per- 
mit the  endless  escalation  of  the  arms 
production  and  distribution  race  to  con- 
tinue unrestrained. 

In  the  allowances  section,  the  report 
states— 

The  conferees  assume  that  the  levels  agreed 
upon  are  sufficient  to  cover  civilian  agency 
pay  raises  under  existing  law. 

Both  of  the  quoted  statements  are  con- 
sistent with  the  interpretation  that  funds 
are  allocated  to  accommodate  cap  re- 
moval. Neither  is  consistent  with  the 
view  that  cap  removal  is  precluded.    • 

Changed  circumstances  can  properly 
be  taken  into  account,  as  the  process 
anticipates,  in  the  Second  Concurrent 
Resolution. 

Retaining  full  comparability  pay  costs 
far  less  than  the  President's  budget 
imDlies. 


The  cost  of  uncapped  comparability 
pay  is  about  $1.1  billion  over  the  Presi- 
dent's 5  percent  cap. 

This  represents  outlays  of  $776  million 
for  defense  civilian  and  military  person- 
nel, and  the  balance  for  nondefense 
workers. 

Presidential  estimates  of  savings  re- 
sulting from  cap  imposition  have  been 
as  much  as  twice  as  high— $2.2  billion,  as 
estimate  which  falls  apart  under  close 
analysis. 

Finally,  I  believe  it  is  essentially  un- 
fair and  counterproductive  to  ask  these 
workers  to  bear  a  disproportionate  share 
of  the  burden  of  higher  living  costs. 

The  comparability  standard  is  an 
attempt  to  Insure  that  comparable  wages 
be  paid  for  similar  work  performed  by 
public  and  private  workers. 

The  President  would  discriminate 
against  those  performing  public  service. 

I  believe  this  discrimination  is  un- 
warranted. 

Mr.  HUDDLESTOM.  Mr.  President, 
certainly  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  oppose 
the  higher  increase  for  Federal  em- 
ployees, particularly  since  my  home  is  in 
the  area  of  a  major  military  installation. 

But,  I  believe  the  interest  of  all  citi- 
zens— Federal  employees  and  others — ■ 
require  a  fiscally  responsible  position  on 
this  issue. 

The  most  significant  development  in 
many  years  in  Congress  has  been  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Congressional  Office 
of  the  Budget  and  the  related  budget 
making  machinery.  It  is  designed  to 
bring  soundness  and  reason  to  the  con-,- 
gressional  appropriations  process.  But,  it 
will  not  work  if  Congress  does  not  adhere 
to  its  requirements. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Budget  Committee,  Senator 
Muskie,  has  pointed  out  that  the  higher 
increase  of  8.66  percent,  which  would 
cost  $1.6  billion  more  than  the  5 -percent 
increase,  would  result  in  an  expenditure 
of  that  amount  above  the  spending  limits 
already  set  by  the  Senate.  It  would, 
therefore,  increase  by  a  substantial 
amount  the  already  too  high  national 
deficit  with  all  of  the  accompanying  ad- 
verse economic  effects  on  every  citizen. 

Twice  in  recent  months  the  Senate  has 
been  faced  with  a  decision  as  to  whether 
It  was  willing  to  stand  by  its  own  budget 
limitations.  Both  instances  involved  pro- 
grams that  were  attractive  and  popular- 
improvements  in  the  school  lunch  pro- 
gram, and  funds  for  military  procure- 
ment. 

In  both  instances  the  Senate  acted  re- 
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sponsibly  and  rejected  the  increases  In 
conformity  with  its  spending  restraints. 
I  supported  those  actions  although  I  ap- 
proved the  purposes  for  which  the  funds 
would  have  been  expended. 

It  is  hard  decisions  like  these — and  the 
one  today — that  are  necessary  to  bring 
Government  spending  under  control. 
And,  every  day  there  are  greater  de- 
mands from  the  American  people  that  we 
do  just  that. 

It  is  important  that  I— and  the  Sen- 
ate— act  today  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  those  previous  decisions.  It  is  the 
onluy  responsible  thing  we  can  do. 

I  must  add,  Mr.  President,  that  if  I 
felt  that  a  pay  increase  of  5  percent 
rather  than  8.66  percent  was  a  great  in- 
justice to  Federal  employees,  I  would  be 
compelled  to  favor  the  higher  figure— 
the  economic  consequences  notwith- 
standing. The  vast  majority  of  Federal 
employees  are  dedicated,  hard  working 
persons  who  are  entitled  to  fair  and 
equitable  treatment. 

In  comparing  Federal  pay  with  the  pay 
in  the  private  sector  which  resulted  in 
the  proposed  8.66  percent  increase,  one 
important  factor  has  been  overlooked — 
that  is  job  security.  Very  few  Federal  em- 
ployees have  faced  the  prospect  of  losing 
their  jobs  during  the  past  year,  while 
unemployment  in  the  private  sector  has 
increased  dramatically.  Since  early  1974, 
over  3  million  workers  have  lost  their 
jobs. 

During  this  same  period,  Federal  em- 
ployment has  increased  by  70,000  persons. 
That  represents  substantial  job  security 
and,  with  the  5-percent  pay  increase  pro- 
vided by  the  President's  proposal,  goes  a 
long  way  toward  assuring  parity  with 
other  workers. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  as  distasteful 
as  it  is,  I  feel  I  must  favor  the  5  percent 
increase  for  Federal  workers  and  oppose 
the  pending  motion  to  reject  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  in  a  final 
gracious  gesture  I  yield  back  the  remain- 
ing 30  seconds  that  I  have  available. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  have  noth- 
ing more  to  yield  back.  I  understand  we 
have  used  all  our  thne. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
has  expired. 


Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen- 
ator will  state  it. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  a  yea  vote  is 
for  the  8.66  percent  and  a  nay  vote  is  for 
5  percent;  is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Chair 
is  limited  to  saying  that  a  yea  vote  is  to 
disapprove  of  the  proposal;  a  "no" 
vote 

Mr.  McGEE.  To  approve  of  the  Presi- 
dent's proposal. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  reso- 
lution. On  tliis  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  assistant  legislative  clerk  called 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HELMS  (when  his  name  was 
called).  Mr.  President,  on  the  grounds 
that  I  believe  this  to  be  a  ripoff,  I  vote 
"present." 

Mr.  WEICKER  (when  his  name  was 
called) .  Present. 

Mr.  METCALF  /after  having  voted  in 
the  affirmative) .  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
pair  with  the  Senator  from  Utah  (Mr. 
Moss) .  If  he  were  present  and  voting,  he 
would  vote  "nay."  If  I  were  permitted  to 
vote,  I  would  vote  "yea."  I  therefore  with- 
draw my  vote. 

Mr.  EAGLETON  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative) .  On  this  vote  I  have  a  pair 
with  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Bayh).  If  he  were 
present  and  voting,  he  would  vote  "yea." 
If  I  were  permitted  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"nay."  I  therefore  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  ROBERT  C.  BYRD.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  (Mr. 
McGovern)  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
(Mr.  Moss)  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  (Mr.  Bayh)  is  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  (Mr.  Philip  A.  Hart)  is  absent 
because  of  illness. 

The  result  was  announced— yeas  39, 
nays  53,  as  follows: 


-371  O  -  76  -  23 
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(Rollcall  Vote  No.  398  Leg.] 

YEAS— 39 

Beall 

Haskell 

PeU 

Bentsen 

Humphrey 

Perqv 
Ranaolph 

Brooke 

Inouye 

Bumpers 

Jackson 

Riblcoff 

Byrd,  Robert  C 

.  Javlts 

Schweiker 

Case 

Kennedy 

Scott.  Hugh 

Clark 

Laxalt 

Scott. 

Cranston 

Long 

William  L. 

Culver 

Magnuson 

Stafford 

Fong 

Mathlas 

Stevens 

Ford 

McGee 

Taft 

Gravel 

Mclntyre 

Williams 

Hart,  Gary  W. 

Mondale 

Hartke 

Pastore 

NAYS— 53 

Abourezk 

Eastland 

Morgan 

Alien 

Fannin 

Muskle 

Baker 

Garn 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Glenn 

Nunn 

Bellmon 

Goldwater 

Packwood 

Bldei 

Griffin 

Pearson 

Brock 

Hansen 

Proxmlre 

Buckley 

Hatfield 

Roth 

Burdlck 

Hathaway 

Sparkman 

Byrd. 

Holllngs 

Stennls 

Harry  F.,  Jr. 

Hruska 

Stevenson 

Cannon 

Huddleston 

Stone 

Chiles 

Johnston 

Symington 

Church 

Leahy 

Talmodge 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Thurmond 

Dole 

McClellan 

Tower 

Domenlcl 

McClure 

Tunney 

Durkln 

Montoya 

Young 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 2 
Helms  Welcker 

PRESENT   AND   GIVING   A  LIVE   PAIR, 
PREVIOUSLY  RECORDED— 2 
Eagleton,  against. 
Metcalf.  for. 


AS 


Bayh 


NOT  VOTING— A 

Mc  Govern  Moss 


Hart,  Philip  A. 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  239)  was  re- 
jected. 
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DISAPPROVING  THE  FEDERAL  PAY 
COMPARABILITY  ALTERNATTVE 
PLAN  PROPOSED  BY  THE  PRESI- 
DENT      ,       " 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
privileged  motion  to  discharge  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
from  further  consideration  of  the  reso- 
lution (H.  Res.  688)  disapproving  the 
Federal  pay  comparability  alternative 
plan  proposed  by  the  President. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia   (Mr.  Harris)    in  favor  of  the 
resolution? 
Mr.  HARRIS.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  the  motion  as  follows: 
Mr.  Harris  moves  to  discharge  the  Com- 
mittee on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  from 
the  further  consideration  of  House  Resolu- 
tion 688.  disapproving  the  alternative  pay 
plan  submitted  by  the  President  to  Congress 
on  August  29.  1975.  for  pay  adjustments  for 
Federal  employees  under  statutory  pay  sys- 
tems. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 
follows: 

H.  Res.  688 
Resolved,  That  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives disapproves  the  alternative  plan  for  pay 
adjustments  for  Federal  employees  under 
statutory  pay  systems  recommended  and  sub- 
mitted by  the  President  to  Congress  on  Au- 
gust 29,  1975,  under  section  5305(c)  of  title 
5,  United  States  Code. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Virginia  (Mr.  Harris)  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Mary- 
land (Mr.  Bauman)  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes  in  opposition  to  the  motion. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  the  gentle* 
man  from  Virginia  (Mr.  Harris)  . 

PAHLIAMJENTARY    INQUIRY 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  his  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  BAUMAN.  If  at  this  point  a  motion 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to  dis- 
charge were  made,  would  that  conclude 
further  debate  on  the  master? 

The  SPEAKER.  A  motion  to  table  is 
not  debatable  and  if  carried  would  con- 
clude the  matter  without  debate. 


Mr.  BAUMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  send  a 
privileged  motion  to  the  desk.  - 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Bauman  moves  to  lay  the  motion  to 
discharge  the  resolution.  House  Resolution 
688,  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  (Mr.  Bauman)  . 

The  question  was  taken  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  appear 
to  have  it.    - 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present.     - 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum  is 
not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  ab- 
sent Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic  de- 
vice, and  there  were — yeas  278.  nays  123, 
answered  "present"  1,  not  voting  31,  as 
follows: 

I  Roll  No.  566]  - 

YEAS— 278      ~ 


Abdnor 
Alexander       ' 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson,  111. 
Andrews, 

N.  Dak.. 
Annunzlo 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashl  ey 
Aspln 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Bauman 
Beard,  R.I. 
Beard,  Tenn. 
Bell 

Bennett 
Bergland 
BevUl 

Blanchard   . 
Blouln . 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bowen 
Breaux 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Calif. 
Brown,  Mich. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhtll 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burleson,  Tex. 


Butler 
Byron 
Carr 
Carter 
Casey 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clausen,  . 
Don  H. 
Clawson,  Del 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collins,  Dl. 
Collins,  Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Conte 
Cotter 
Crane 

Daniel,  Dan 
Daniels,  N  J. 
Danielson 
Davis 
Dent 
Derrick 
Derwinski 
Devlne 
Dickinson 
Dlggs 
Dodd 

Downey,  N.Y. 
Downing,  Va. 
Duncan,  Oreg. 
Duncan,  Tenn. 
Early 

Edwards,  Ala. 
Emery 


English 
Erlenborn 
Esch 

Eshleman 
Evans,  Ind. 
Evlns.  Tenn. 
FasceU 
Fen  wick 
Findley 
Fish 
Fithlan 
Flowers 
Flynt 
Foley 

Ford.  Tenn. 
Fountain 
Frenzel 
Frey 
Fuqua 
Gavdos 
Gibbons 
GUman 
Gold  water 
Gradlson 
Grassley 
Guyer 
Hagedorn 
HaU      ' 
Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmldt 
Hanley 
Hannaford 
Hansen 
Harkln 
Harsha 
Hastings 
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Hayes,  Ina. 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Reckler,  Mass. 

Hefner 

Henderson 

Hightower 

Hillls 

Hinshaw 

Holland 

Horton 

Hubbard 

Hughes 

Hungate 

Hutchinson 

Hyde 

Ichord 

Jarman 

Jeffords 

Jenrette 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Jones,  Okla. 

Jones,  Tenn. 

Kasten 

Kastenmeier 

Kazen 

Kelly 

Kindness 

Krebs 

Krueger 

LaFalce 

Lagomarsinb 

Landrum 

-Latta. 

Lehman 

Lent 

Levltas 

Litton 

Lloyd,  Calif. 

Lloyd,  Tenn. 

Long,  La. 

Lott 

Lujan 

McClory 

McCollister 

McCormack 

McDonald 

McEwen 

McHugh 

McKinney 

Madden  -  . 

Maguire 

Mahon 

Mann 

Martin 

Mathls 


Abzug 

Adams 

Addabbo 

Ambro 

Badlllo 

Barrett 

Baucus 

Biaggi 

Blester 

Bingham 

Boiling 

Brodhead 

Brooks 

Burke,  Calif. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burl  i  son.  Mo! 

Burton,  John 

Burton,  Phillip 

Carney 

Chisholm 

Clay 

Cleveland 

Conyers 

Corman 


Mazzoll 

Meeds 

Metcalfe 

Meyner 

Michel      , 

Mlkva 

Mllford 

Miller,  Ohio" 

Mills 

Mineta 

Mlnlsh 

Mollohan  - 

Montgomery 

Moore 

Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Moorhead,  Pa. 
Mosher 
Mottl 

Murphy,  111. 
Murtha 
Myers,  Ind. 
Myers,  Pa. 
Neal 
Nedzl 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Obey 

Patten,  N.J. 
Fattison,  N.Y. 
Pepper 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Poage 
Pressler 
Preyer 
Price 
Prltchard 
Qule 
Quill  en 
Railsback 
Randall 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Roberts  " 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney 
Rpstenkowski 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Russo 

NAYS— 123 

Cornell 

Coughlln 

D'Amours 

Daniel,  R.  W. 

de  la  Garza 

De'.aney      , 

Dell  urns 

Drinan 

du  Pont 

Eckhardt 

Edgar 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Eilberg 

Evans,  Colo. 

Fisher 

Flood 

Florio 

Ford,  Mich. 

Forsythe 

Giaimo 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Green 

Gude 


Ryan 

St  Germain 
Sarasin 
Satterfleld 
Schneebell 
Bchulze 
Sebellus 
Seiberllng 
.  Sharp 
Shipley 
Shriver 
ShuBter 
-Simon 
Skubitz 
Slack 

Smith,  flebr. 
Snyder 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J.William 
Stanton, 

Jame3  V. 
Stee  man 
Steiger,  Wis* 
Stephens 
Stratton    . 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symms 
Talcott 
Taylor,  Mo. 
Taylor,  N.C. 
Thone 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
Vander  Veen 
Vanik 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Weaver 
White 
Whltten 
Wiggins 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson.  C.  H. 
Wilson,  Tex. 
Winn 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young,  Fla. 
Zablockl 


Harrington 

Harris 

Hawkins 

Hays,  Ohio 

He  Hz 

Helstoskl 

Hicks 

Holt     - 

Holtzman 

Howard 

Howe 

Jacobs 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Jordan, 

Karth 

Ketchum 

Keys 

Koch        ~~~ 

Leggett 

McDade 

McFall 

McKay 

Mel  cher 

Mezvlnsky 


Miller,  Calif. 

Rangel 

Stark  . 

Mink 

Rees 

Steed 

Mitchell.  Md. 

Reuss 

Stokes 

Mitchell,  N.Y. 

Richmond 

Symington 

Moakley 

Rlsenhoover 

Thompson 

Morgan 

Rodino 

Udall 

Moss 

Roe 

Van  Deerlln 

Natcher 

Rose 

Vigorito 

Nix 

Rosenthal 

Wampler 

Nolan 

Roybal 

Whalen 

Oberstar 

Sarbanes 

Whltehurst 

O'NelU 

Scheuer 

Wirth 

Ottinger 

Schroeder 

Wolff 

Palman,  Tex. 

Sikes 

Young,  Ga. 

Patterson, 

Smith,  Iowa 

Young,  Tex. 

Calif. 

Solarz 

Zeferetti 

Perkins 

Spellman 

Pike 

Spence 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1 

Haley 

NOT  VOTING— 31 

Andrews,  N.C, 

,     Hebert 

Passman 

AuCoin 

Kemp 

Santlnl   ••' 

Bedell 

Long,  Md. 

Slsk 

Bonker 

McCloskey 

Steiger,  Ariz. 

Brad  em  as 

Macdonald 

Stuckey 

Breckinridge 

Madlgan 

Teague 

Burke,  Fla. 

Matsunaga 

Vander  Jagt 

Dingell 

Moffett 

Waxman 

Fary 

Murphy,  N.Y, 

Young,  Alaska 

Fraser 

O'Brien 

Ginn 

O'Hara 

Messrs.  LONG  of  Louisiana,  BREAUX, 
LEVITAS,  MAHON,  METCALFE, 
WRIGHT,  WINN,  MAGUIRE,  and  Mrs. 
COLLINS  of  Illinois  changed  their  vote 
from  "nay"  to  "yea." 

Messrs.  RICHMOND,  CONYERS, 
WAMPLER,  and  BIESTER  changed 
their  vote  from  "yea"  to  "nay." 

So  the  motion  to  table  was  agreed  to. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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presidential  documents 

Title  3— The  President 

Executive  Order  11883  •  October  6,  1975 

Adjustments  of  Certain  Rates  of  Pay  and  Allowances 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  as  President  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  it  is  hereby  ordered  as  follows : 

Section  1.  Statutory  Pay  Systems.  Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sub- 
chapter I  of  chapter  53  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code,  the  rates  of 
basic  pay  and  salaries  are  adjusted,  as  set  forth  at  the  schedules  attached 
hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof,  for  the  following  statutory  pay  systems:' 

(a)  The  General  Schedule  (5  U.S.C.  5332(a) )  at  Schedule  1 ; 

r(b)  the  schedules  for  the  Foreign  Service  (22  U.S.C.  867  and  870(a) ) 
at  Schedule  2;  and 

'(c)  the  schedules  for  the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery,  Vet-         -  y 

erans  Administration  (38  U.S.C.  4107)  at  Schedule  3. " 

Sec.  2.  Pay  and  Allowances  For  Members  of  the  Uniformed  Services. 
Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1009  of  title  37  of  the  United  States 
Code,  the  rates  of  monthly  basic  pay  (37  U.S.C.  203(a) ),  the  rates  of 
basic  allowances  for  subsistence  (37  U.S.C.  402),  and  the  rates  of  basic 
allowances  for  quarters  (37  U.S.C.  403(a) )  are  adjusted,  as  set  forth  at 
Schedule  4  attached  hereto  and  made  a  part  hereof,  for  members  of  the 
uniformed  services. 

Sec.  3.  Executive  Salaries.  The  Executive  Salary  Cost-of-Living  Ad- 
justment Act  (Pub.  L.  94-82,  89  Stat.  419)  provides  for  adjustments  in 
the  rates  of  pay  and  salaries,  as  set  forth  at  the  schedules  attached  hereto 
and  made  a  part  hereof,  for  the  following : 

(a)  The  Vice  President  (3  U.S.C.  104)  and  the  Executive  Schedule 
£5  U.S.C.  53 1 2-53 1 6 )  at  Schedule  5 ; 

[(b)  Congressional  Salaries  (2  U.S.C.  31)  at  Schedule  6;  and 

(c)  Jiidicial  Salaries  (28  U.S.C.  5, 44(d),  135,  173,  213,  252,  792(b) 
and  1 1  U.S.C.  68  (a) ),  at  Schedule  7. 

Sec.  4.  Effective  Date.  The  adjustments  in  rates  of  monthly  basic  pay     * 
and  basic  allowances  for  subsistence  and  quarters  for  members  of  the    r 
uniformed  services  shall  be  effective  on  October  1,  1975.  All  other  adjust- 
ments of  salary  or  pay  shall  be  effective  On  the  first  day  of  the  first  appLi.-! 
cable  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  October  1,  1975. 

Sec.  5.  Superseded  Orders.  Executive  Order  No,  1 1811  of  October  7, 
1974,  and  Executive  Order  No.  11812  of  October  7,  1974,  are  hereby 
superseded.  -  •  J 


'&*/'&  fas 


The  White  House, 

October  6, 1975. 
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SCHEDULES  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MEDICINE  AND 
SURGERY  OF  THE  VETERANS'  ADMINISTRATION 

SECTION  4103  SCHEDULE 

Salary  (minimum 
Position  to  maximum) 


Associate  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director,  the  annual  rate 

provided  for  positions  in  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule, 

currentlv  $37,800. 

Assistant  Chief  Medical  Director *  $48,  654 

Medical  Director !  $42,  066-1  $47,  674 

Director  of  Nursing  Service. »  $42,  066-1  $47^  674 

Director  of  Chaplain  Service $36,  338-1  $46,  026 

Director  of  Pharmacy  Service $36,  338-1  $46,  026 

Director  of  Dietetic  Service $36,  338-1  $46,  026 

Director  of  Optometry _     $36,  338-1  $46,  026 

PHYSICIAN  AND  DENTIST  SCHEDULE 

Director  grade _ _ _ __ $36,  338-1  $46,  026 

Executive  grade $33,  736-1  $43,  861 

Chief  grade __ $31,  309-$40,  705 

Senior  grade... _ $26,  861-$34,  916 

Intermediate  grade $22,  906-$29,  782 

Full  grade $19,  386-$25,  200 

Associate  grade _ $16,  255-$21,  133 

NURSE  SCHEDULE 

Director  grade _ __ .__ $31,  309-1  $40,  705 

Assistant  Director  grade. _ $26,  861-$34,  916 

■Chief  grade _ $22,  906-$29,  782 

Senior  grade $19,  386-$25,  200 

Intermediate  grade $16,  255-$21,  133 

Full  grade __.  $13,  482-$17,  523 

Associate  grade... _ $11,  622-$15,  106 

Junior  grade $9,  946-$12,  934 

1  The  salary  for  employees  at  these  rates  is  limited  by  section  5308  of  title  5  of 
the  United  States  Code  to  the  rate  for  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  (as  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  salary  adjustment,  $37,800). 
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Schedule  4  9pt* 


Pay  and  Allowances  of  the  Uniformed  Services 
Park  I 
Monthly  3asic   Pay;    - 

Commissioned  Officers 


Pay 

Years  of  ss 

srvice  computed 

under  section 

205 

Grade 

•  2  or  less 

Over  2 

Over  5 

Over  4 

0-101 

$2,841.00 

$2,940.90 

$2,94*0.90 

$2,940.90 

0-9 

2,517.90 

2,584.20 

2,639.10 

2,639.10 

0-8 

2,280.60 

2,349.00 

2,404.80 

2,404.80 

0-7 

1,894.80 

2,024.10 

2,024.10 

2,024.10 

0-6 

1,404.60 

1,543.50  - 

1,644.00 

1,644.00 

0-S 

1,123.20 

1,319.40 

1,410.30 

1,410.30 

0-4 
0-32 
0-22 
0-12 

947.10 

1,152.60 

1,230.30 

1,230.30 

880.20 

983.70 

1,051.50 

1,163.70 

767.10 

838.20 

1,006.80 

1,040.40 

666.00 

693.30 

838.20 

838.20 

Commissioned  Officers 


Pay- 

Years  of  service  computed 

under  section 

205- 

Grade 

Over  6 

Over  8 

Over  ID 

Over  12 

0-101 

$2,940.90 

$3,053.70 

$3,053.70 

$3,287.70* 

0-9 

2,639.10 

2,706.00 

2,706.00^ 

2,818.20 

0-8 

2,404.80 

2,584.20 

2,584.20 

2,706.00 

0-7 

2,114.40 

2,114.40 

2,237.40 

2,237.40 

0-6 

1,644.00 

1,644.00 

1,644.00 

1,644.00 

0-S 

1,410.30 

1,410.30 

1,453.50 

1,530.90 

0-4., 

1,252.50 

1,308.30 

1,397.10 

1,476.00 

0-3? 

1,219.20 

1,263.30 

1,330.80 

1,397.10 

0-2? 

1,062.30 

1,062.30 

<L,062.30 

1,062.30 

0-12 

838.20 

838.20 

838.20 

838.20 

Commissioned  Officers 


Pay 

Years  of  service  computed 

under  section 

205 

Grade 

Over  14 

Over  16" 

Over  18 

Over  20 

0-101 

$3,287.70* 

$3,522.90* 

$3,522.90* 

$3,758.40* 

0-9 

2,818.20 

3,053.70 

3,053.70 

3,287.70* 

0-8 

2,706.00 

2,818.20 

2,940.90 

3,053.70 

0-7 

2,349.00  . 

2,584.20 

,   2,761.80 
'   2,069.70 

2,761.80 

0-6 

1,699.80 

1,968.90 

2,114.40 

0-S 

1,633.20 

1,755.90 

1,856.70 

1,912.50 

0-4, 

1,543.50 

1,610.70 

1,655.40 

1,655.40 

0-32 

1,431.30 

1,431.30 

1,431.30 

1,431.30 

0-22 

-  1,062.30 

l;062.30 

1,062.30 

1,062.50 

0-12 

838.20 

838.20 

838.20 

838.20 
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' Commissioned  Officers         

Fay  '.  Years  of  service  computed  under  section  205 
Grade     Over  2  2        O^r  2  5       Over.  50 

0-101  $3,758.40*   "'"$3,992.70*   '  S5,S92.70*  8  pt, 

0-9        3,287.70*     -  3,522.90*      3,522.90* 

0-3   _     3,176.10*      3,176.10*     3,176.10*  " 

C-7       2,761.80       2,761.80      2,761.80 

0-6       2,237.40       2,426.10      2,426.10 

0-5        1,979.70        1,979.70       1,979.70 

0-4        1,655.40   .     1,655.-40       1,655.40 

0-32       1,431.30  •      1,431.30       1,451.30 

0-22       1,062.30        1,062.30       1,062.50 

0-lZ        838.20   -     838.20        838.20 


•^While, serving  as  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  Chief 
of  Staff  of  the  Array,  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  Chief  of 
Staff  of  the  Air  Force,  or  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps, 
basic  pay  for  this  grade  is  $4,405.50*  regardless  of  cumu- 
lative years  of  service  computed" under  section  205  of  title 
37  of  the  United  States  Code. 

^Dbes  not  apply  to  commissioned  officers  who  have  been  credited 
with  over  4  years'*  active  service  as  enlisted  members, 

*The  rate  of  basic  pay  for  military  personnel  at  these  rates 
is  limited  by  section  5308  of  title  5  of  the  .United  States 
Code,  as  added  by  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970, 
to  the  rate  for  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  or  $3,150.00 
per  month.    '"^ 


Commissioned  officers  who  have  been  credited  with 

- over  4  years *~  active  service  as  enlisted  members   

Pay     Years  of  service  computed  under  section  205 

Grade   Over  4      Over  6      Over  -8      Over  10  Over  12~ 

0-3    $1,163.70    $1,219.20    $1,263.30    $1,350.'80  $1,397.10 

0-2     1,040.40    1,062.30    1,095.-90    1,152.60  1,197.50 

0-1  .     838.20      894.90-      928.20      961.80  995.40 


Commissioned  officers  who  have  been  credited  with 

over  4  years'  active  service  as  enlisted  members    

?ay    "-  Years  of  service  computed  under  section  205 

Grade   Over  14     Over  16     Over  lb     Over  2  0.  -   Over  22 


0-3  $1,453.50  $1,453.50  SI, 453. 50  $1,453,50  $1,453.50 
0-2  1,250.30  1^230.50  1,250.30  1,230.30'.  1,230.50 
0-1     1,040.40    1,040.40    1, 040,40    "1,040.40    1,040.40 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,   VOL   40,   NO.    196 — WEDNESDAY,   OCTOBER  8,   1975 


360 


47096 


Commissioned  officers  who  have  been  credited  v:ith 

over  4  years'  active  service  as  enlisted  members 

Pay 
Grade 


Years  of  service  computed  ur.cer  section  205 
Over  T6     Over  50 


8pt 


0-3  §1,455.50  $1,453.50 
0-2  1,230.30  1,230.50 
0-1     l,040..i0    1,040.40 


Warrant  Officers 


Pay 

Years  of 

service  computed  under 

section  205 

Grade 

W-4 
W-3 
W-2 
W-l 

2  or  less 

$896.40 
815.10 
713.70 
594.60 

Over  2 

$961.80 
884.10 
771.90 
681. 9p 

Over  3 

$961.80 
8S4.10 
771.90 
681.90 

Over  4 

$983.70 

894.90 

794.40- 

1   738.60 

Over  6 

$1,028.70 
905.70 
85S.20 
771.90 

Warrant  Officers 


Pay 
Grade 

W-4 
W-3 
W-2 
W-l 


Years  of  service  computed^  under  section  205. 


Over  8  - 

$1,073.70 
972.00 
884.10 
805.50 


Over  10 

$1,118.70. 

1,028.70 

917.40 

838.20 


Over  12" 

$1,197.30 

1,062.30 

950.70 

872.70 


Over  14 

$1,252. SO 

1,095.90 

983.70 

905.70 


Over  16 

$1,296.90 

1,128.60 

1,018.20 

939.30 


Pay 

Grade   OverTS" 


Warrant  Officers 
Years  of  service  computed  under  section  205~ 


W-4 
W-3 
W-2 
W-l 


$1,330.80 

1,163.70 

l,051.-50 

972.00 


Over  20" 

$1,374.90 
1,208.40 
1,084.80 
•1,006.80 


Over  22 

$1,420.80 
1,252.50 
1,128.60 
1,006.80 


Over  2ft 

$1,530.90 
1,296.90 
1,128.60 
1,006.80 


Over  30^ 

$1,530.90 

-  1,296.90 

1,128.60 

1,006.8.0 
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n.listed  Members 


faV 

Years  of  s 

ervice  cor 

-.outea  ur.cier 

section  205 

Grade 

z  or  less 

Over  2 

Over  5 

Over  4 

Over  6 

E-91 

$   0. 

$   0. 

$   0. 

$   0. 

$  o. 

E-8 

0. 

O. 

0. 

•  0  . 

0. 

E-7 

596.70 

643. SO 

.   667. SO 

691.20 

715.20 

F.-6 

515.40 

561.90 

5  3  5.50 

609.60 

65  2.70 

E-5 

452.40 

492.60 

516.30 

53S. SO 

575.90 

E-4 

435.00 

459.30 

486.00- 

524.10 

544.50 

E-3 

418.20 

441.30 

459.00 

1  477.00 

477.00 

E-2 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

E-l 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

Enlisted  Members 


Pay- 

Years  of 

serv 

ice  comp 

uted 

under  s 

ection  205 

Grade 

Over  8 
$   0. 

Over  10 
$1,018.50 

Over  12 

Over  14 
$1,065.30 

O 

$1 

ver  16 

E-91 

$1 

,041.60 

,089.90 

E-8 

854.70 

878.40 

901.80 

925.50 

949.50 

E-7 

737.40 

760.80 

784.80 

-   820.20 

845. 5? 

E-6 

656.10 

679.80 

715.20 

737.40 

760.80 

E-5 

597.30 

621.30 

645.80 

656.10 

656.10 

E-4 

544.50 

544.50 

544.50 

544.50 

544.50 

E-3 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

E-2 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

E-l 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

Enlisted  Members 


Pay 

Years  of 

service  comp 

uted 

under  section  205 

Grade 

Over  18 
$1,113.90 

Over  20 

O 
$1 

\r_er    22 
,195.80 

Over  2  6 
$1,311.60 

O 
$1 

/er  50 

E-9*< 

$1 

,155.80 

,511.60 

E-8 

971.70 

995.70 

1 

,053.90 

1,171.80 

1 

,171.80 

E-7 

867.00 

878.40 

937.50 

1,053.90 

1 

,053.90 

E-6 

772.80 

772.80 

772.80 

»  -   772.80 

772.80 

E-5 

656.10 

656.10 

656.10 

656.10 

656.10 

E-4 

544.50 

544.50 

544.50 

5.44.50 

544.50 

E-3 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

477.00 

E-2 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

402.60 

E-l 

v  361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

361.20 

^h'hile  serving  as  Sergeant  Major  of  the  Army,  Master  Chief-Petty- 
Officer  of  the  Navy  or  Coast  Guard,  Chief  Master  Sergeant  of 
the  Air  Force,  or  Sergeant  Major  of  the  Marine  Corps,  basic 
pay  for  this  grade  is  $1,594.50  regardless  of  cumulative  years 
of  service  computed  under  section  205  of  title  57  of  the  United 
States  Code. 
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Part  II 


8^ 


Basic  Allowance  for  Subsistence  Rates 


Officers: 

Enlisted  Meters: 

Vfhen  on  leave  or  authorized 
to  mess  separately: 

When  rations  in-kind  are  i 
not  available:  , 

When  assigned  to  duty  under 
emergency  conditions  where  / 
no  messing  facilities  of  the 
United  States  are  available:  . 


S 5 3 .•  0 5  per  month 

$2.53  per' day 
$2.85  per  day 

$3.79  per  day 


- 

Part  III 

- 

Monthly. 

Basic  Allowance  for 

Quarters 

Rates 

Pay 

Without 

With, 

Grade 

Dependents 

Dependents 

Commissioned  Off: 

Leers 

0-10 

$255.30' 

$319.20"^ 

0-9 

•   255.30 

319.20 

0-8 

255.30 

319.20 

0-7 

255.30 

319.20 

0-6 

234.60 

■  - 

286.20 

0-5 

219.60 

264.60 

0-4 

198.00  : 

-  238.80 

0-3 

175^50 

216.60 

0-2 

153.60 

194.70 

0-1 

120.60 

156.90 

Warrant  Officers 

r       \ 

W-4 

$191.10 

$230.40 

W-3 

*           172.20 

1 

212.40 

W-2 

151.80 

- 

192.60 

tf-.i 

137.40 

178.20 

,     '            v 

Enlisted  Members 

s~  " 

E-9 

*     .        $144.90 

v 

$204.00 

E-8 

135.00 

190.80 

E-7 

115.80 

-  -  ■ 

178.80 

E-6 

106.20 

166.20 

E-5 

102.60 

153.60 

E-4 

90.30 

134.40 

E-3 

80.10  -^ 

116.10 

E-2 

70.80- 

116.10 

E-l   / 

66.60 

116.10 
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EXECUTIVE,  LEGISLATIVE  AND  JUDICIAL  SALARIES 

OCTOBER  107.") 

Position  Salary  Statutory  authority 

President  of  the  United  States $200,  000  Public  Law  91-1, 

Jan.  17,  1969, 
83  Stat.  3. 

Vice  President  of  the  United  States 6.3,  600  Public  Law  94-82, 

Aug.  9,  1975,  89 
Stat.  419. 

Members  of  Congress,  including  the  Resident  44,  600  Do. 
Commissioner  from  Puerto   Rico  and  the 
Delegates  from  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 65,  600  Do. 

President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate 52,  000  Do. 

Majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the  Senate  52,  000  Do. 

and  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Other  offices  in  the  legislative  branch: 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  44,  600  Do. 

Deputy     Comptroller     General     of     the  42,  000  Do. 

United  States. 

General    Counsel   of   the    United    States  39, 900  Do. 
General  Accounting  Office. 

Librarian  of  Congress 39,  900  Do. 

Public  Printer 39,900  Do. 

Architect  of  the  Capitol 39,  900  Do. 

Chief  Justice  of  the  United  States 65,  600  Do. 

Associate  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court 63,  000  Do. 

Judges,  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 44,  600  Do. 

Judges,  Court  of  Claims 44,  600  Do. 

Judges,  Court  of  Customs  and  Patent  Appeals,  44,  600  Do. 

Judges,  District  Courts 42,000  Do. 

Judges,  Customs  Court 42,000  Do. 

Judges,  Tax  Court  of  the  United  States 42,  000  Do. 

Other  offices  in  the  judicial  branch: 

Director,    Administrative    Office    of    the  42,  000  Do. 

United  States  Courts. 

Deputy   Director,    Administrative   Office  37,  800  Do. 
of  the  United  States  Courts. 

Commissioner,  Court  of  Claims 37,  800  Do. 

Referees  in  Bankruptcy  (full-time  maxi-  37,  800  Do. 
mum) . 
Offices  and  positions  under  the  Federal  Execu- 
tive  Salary  Schedule  in  subchapter  II   of 
chapter  53  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code: 

Level  I 63,000  Do. 

Level  II 44,600  Do. 

Level  III 42,000  Do. 

Level  IV 39,900  Do. 

Level  V 37,800  Do. 

Governors,  Board  of  Governors,  U.S.  Postal  »  10,000  39  U.S.C.  202(a). 
Service. 

1  Plus  $300  per  day  for  each  meeting  up  to  30  per  year. 
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COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  THE  UNITiiO  STS    -TE'; 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.     20343 


B-167266 


To  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 

This  report  discusses  the  need  for  legislation  requir- 
ing that  both  the  pay  and  benefits  of  Federal  employees  be 
assessed  and  adjusted  on  the  basis  of  comparability  with 
the  pay  and  benefits  received  by  non-Federal  employees. 
The  comparability  principle  is  now  limited  to  pay  rates, 
and  there  is  no  standard  or  method  for  assessing  the  ade- 
quacy of  Federal  employee  benefit  programs.   However,  bene- 
fits are  a  growing  and  increasingly  important  element  of 
compensation  in  both  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  sectors. 

We  made  our  review  pursuant  to  the  Budget  and  Account- 
ing Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  53),  and  the  Accounting  and  Audit- 
ing Act  of  1950  (31  U.S.C.  67). 

We  are  sending  copies  of  this  report  to  the  Director, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  and  the  Chairman,  Civil 
Service  Commission. 


fL./l.fa* 


Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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COMPTROLLER  GENERAL'S 
REPORT  TO  THE  CONGRESS 


NEED  FOR  A  COMPARABILITY  POLICY 
FOR  BOTH  PAY  AND  BENEFITS  OF 
FEDERAL  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEES 
Civil  Service  Commission 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 


DIGEST 

Legislation  should  be  enacted  requiring  that 
the  pay  and  benefits  of  Federal  Government 
employees  be  assessed  and  adjusted  on  the 
basis  of  comparability  with  pay  and  benefits 
received  by  non-Federal  employees. 

Various  laws  establish  the  principle  that  pay 
rates  for  Federal  employees  shall  be  compar- 
able with  the  pay  rates  of  their  counterparts 
in  the  private  sector.   These  laws  prescribe 
processes  for  annual  review  and  adjustment 
by  administrative  action. 

However,  there  is  no  standard  or  method  for 
assessing  the  adequacy  of  Federal  employee 
benefit  programs.   Benefits  are  considered 
and  adjusted  by  law  on  a  piecemeal  basis. 

Total  compensation  comparability  cannot 
be  achieved  under  current  law 

The  pay  comparability  principle  was  adopted 
to 

— provide  an  objective  standard  on  which  to 
assess  and  adjust  pay  rates  and  provide 
equity  for  the  Federal  employee  with  his 
private  sector  counterparts, 

— enable  the  Government  to  be  a  fair  com- 
petitor in  the  labor  market,  and 

— assure  that  Government  pay  rates  are 

neither  more  nor  less  than  the  going  mar- 
ket rate .   (See  p.  9. ) 

Since  the  pay  comparability  processes  do 
not  recognize  the  benefit  element  of  com- 
pensation, the  processes  do  not  meet  the 
purposes  for  which  the  comparability  prin- 
ciple was  adopted. 
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Benefits  are  a  growing  and  increasingly 
important  part  of  both  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  employees'  compensation.   In  re- 
cent years  benefit  expenditures  in  both 
sectors  have  increased  proportionally  more 
than  pay.   (See  pp.  7  to  9.) 

Major  non-Federal  employers  view  benefit 
programs  generally  as  equal  in  importance 
to  pay  in  determining  compensation  pack- 
ages.  They  have  adopted  definitive  poli- 
cies and  procedures  to  govern  their  proc- 
esses for  determining  benefits.   (See 
pp.  10  to  14. ) 

Decisions  must  be  made  on  the 
best  way  to  achieve  total 
compensation  comparability 

Many  issues  must  be  considered  in  develop- 
ing a  viable,  reasonable,  and  credible 
policy  to  achieve  total  compensation  com- 
parability.  For  example: 

— What  standard  should  be  used  to  measure 
the  comparability  of  Federal  employee 
benefits?   With  whose  benefits  and  how 
should  benefit  programs  be  compared? 
(See  pp.  15  to  22.) 

— What  pay  and  benefit  adjustment  process 
would  satisfy  a  total  compensation  com- 
parability policy?   Should  pay  and  bene- 
fit adjustments  be  integrated?   What 
should  be  the  roles  of  all  interested 
parties  in  the  adjustment  process?   (See 
pp.  22  to  24. ) 

What  is  being  done? 

Throughout  the  13  years  the  white-collar 
pay  comparability  process  has  been  in 
effect,  it  has  been  recognized  that  the 
comparability  principle  should  be  ap- 
plied to  both  pay  and  benefits.   However, 
little  progress  has  been  made  toward 
achieving  this  longstanding  objective. 
(See  pp.  4  and  5.  ) 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  conduct- 
ing various  compensation  studies  on  the 
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desirability  and  feasibility  of  expanding 
the  comparability  principle  and  processes 
to  include  benefits.  Similarly,  the  fis- 
cal year  1976  budget  submitted  by  the 
President  included  an  announcement  that  a 
top-level  review  of  the  matter  would  be 
undertaken.   (See  p.  5.) 

Recommendations 

The  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commis- 
sion, in  coordination  with  the  Director, 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  should 

— develop  a  policy  of  total  compensation 
comparability  for  determining  Federal 
employees1  pay  and  benefits  and 

--propose  legislation  to  establish  the 
objectives,  standards,  criteria,  and 
processes  for  achieving  total  compen- 
sation comparability. 

Primary  attention  should  be  given  to 

— considering  a  policy  and  process  re- 
quiring use  of  the  same  survey  uni- 
verse for  both  pay  and  benefit  deter- 
minations ; 

— evaluating  comparative  costs  of  Fed- 
eral and  non-Federal  benefit  levels 
rather  than  benefit  expenditures; 

— integrating  pay  and  benefit  adjust- 
ments; and 

— continuing  similar  roles  for  the 
Congress,  the  executive  branch,  and 
employee  representatives  as  now  as- 
signed in  the  pay  comparability  proc- 
esses . 

The  Commission  also  should  evaluate  the 
degree  to  which  employees  understand 
their  benefit  program  provisions  and 
take  any  necessary  measures  to  assure 
employee  awareness  of  the  importance 
of  benefits  in  the  compensation  package. 
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GAO  recommends  that  the  appropriate  congres- 
sional committees  hold  hearings  concerning 
the  issues  discussed  in  this  report  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  the  legislative  change* 
necessary  to  establish  a  policy  of  total  com- 
pensation comparability  for  Federal  employ- 
ees . 
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CHAPTER  1 

INTRODUCTION 

The  executive  branch's  civilian  work  force  numbers  about 
2.7  million  and  required  1974  payroll  expenditures  of  about 
$41  billion,  of  which  $11  billion  was  for  employee  fringe 
benefits.   The  Civil  Service  Commission  (CSC)  estimated  that 
by  1983  benefit  expenditures  would  increase  to  $13  billion 
even  if  benefit  programs,  pay,  employment,  and  retirement 
annuities  did  not  change  from  their  June  30,  1973,  levels. 
If  pay  and  the  cost  of  living  were  to  increase  at  their  1973 
rates  (5.2  percent  and  5.9  percent,  respectively)  and  benefit 
programs  and  employment  levels  did  not  change,  CSC  estimates 
that  annual  benefit  expenditures  would  be  about  $24  billion 
by  1983. 

Various  laws  establish  the  principle  that  pay  rates  for 
Federal  employees  shall  be  comparable  with  the  pay  rates  of 
their  counterparts  in  the  private  sector  and  prescribe  proc- 
esses for  annual  reviews  and  adjustments  by  administrative 
action.   There  is  neither  a  statutory  policy  to  guide  employee 
oenefit  determinations  nor  a  systematic  process  for  evaluating 
and  adjusting  benefit  provisions.   Benefits  are  established 
and  adjusted  by  legislative  action  on  a  piecemeal  basis. 

FEDERAL  EMPLOYEE  BENEFITS 

The  Government's  fiscal  year  1974  expenditures  by  type  of 
benefits  provided  executive  branch  employees  follow. 


Pay  for  time  not  worked: 
Annual  leave 
Sick  leave 
Holidays 
Civic  and  personal  leave         .36     $  5.32 

Government  contributions  to: 
Retirement  programs  (civil 

service  retirement, 

social  security,  etc.)        4.70 
Insurance  programs  (health, 

life,  accident,  workman's 

compensation)  1.07      5.77 

Other  (severance  pay,  awards, 

etc.)  .16 

$11.25 


(bi 

llions) 

$2 
1 

1 

.68 
.12 
.16 
.36 

$    5. 
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Annual  leave  is  based  on  length  of  creditable  military 
and  civilian  Government  service — 13  days  a  year  for  less  than 
3  years'  service,  20  days  for  3  to  15  years'  service,  and 
26  days  for  15  or  more  years'  service.   In  general,  a  maximum 
of  30  days  of  unused  leave  may  be  carried  forward  to  succeed- 
ing years.   Employees  receive  lump-sum  cash  payments  for  un- 
used leave  at  termination  of  Government  service.   Annual  leave 
used,  including  termination  leave  paid  for,  averaged  about 
21.5  days  for  each  employee  in  calendar  year  1973. 

Employees,  regardless  of  length  of  service,  are  granted 
13  days  of  sick  leave  a  year.   Unused  leave  may  be  accumulated 
and  at  retirement  added  to  employees'  service  time  in  annuity 
computations.   Employees  used  an  average  of  9.5  days  of  sick 
leave  in  1973. 

Federal  employees  are  entitled  to  nine  legal  holidays 
each  year.   Leave  is  also  granted  for  employees  to  fulfill 
civic  obligations  such  as  jury  and  military  reserve  duties — 
an  average  of  1.8  days  each  in  1973. 

Most  full-time  employees  are  covered  by  the  Federal  Civil 
Service  Retirement  System.   Temporary  and  intermittent  employ- 
ees are  covered  by  social  security.   The  costs  of  the  retirement 
programs  are  shared  by  the  Government  and  employees.   An  annuity 
is  based  on  the  employee's  highest  average  annual  pay  for  any 
3  consecutive  years  and  on  length  of  service,  with  the  maximum 
annuity  being  80  percent  of  the  "high  3"  pay  average.   Employees 
retiring  at  age  55  with  at  least  30  years'  service,  age  60  with 
at  least  20  years'  service,  or  age  62  with  at  least  5  years' 
service  are  eligible  for  an  immediate  annuity.   Retiring  employee; 
may  also  assure  annuities  to  their  survivors  by  electing,  at  the 
time  of  retirement,  to  accept  a  reduced  annuity. 

After  completing  5  years'  service,  an  employee  has  vested 
rights  in  the  retirement  program.   If  service  is  terminated 
after  vesting  but  before  he  is  eligible  for  an  immediate  an- 
nuity, the  employee  is  eligible  for  a  deferred  annuity  be- 
ginning at  age  62.   An  immediate  disability  annuity  is  avail- 
able at  any  age  after  vesting.   In  the  event  of  the  death  of 
an  employee  before  retirement  and  after  at  least  18  months  of 
service,  certain  survivors  are  entitled  to  annuities. 

A  1965  law,  5  U.S.C.  8340,  provided  that  annuities  would 
be  adjusted  whenever  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)  increased 
as  much  as  3  percent  over  the  CPI  at  the  time  of  the  previous 
annuity  adjustment  and  remained  at  the  higher  level  for  3  con- 
secutive months.   The  annuity  increase  would  be  the  highest 
CPI  percentage  increase  attained  during  the  3-month  period. 
A  1969  amendment,  5  U.S.C.  8340(b),  provided  that  such  in- 
creases would  be  further  increased  by  an  additional  1  percent. 
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Since  1965  there  have  been  11  cost-of-living  adjustments 
as  follows. 


Date 


January 

1,  1967 

May  1,  1968 

March  1 

,  1969 

November  1,  1969 

August  ] 

L,  1970 

June  1, 

1971 

July  1, 

1972 

July  1, 

1973 

January 

1,  1974 

July  1, 

1974 

January 

1,  1975 

Percentage 

increase 

3, 

.9 

3, 

.9 

3, 

.9 

a/5, 

.0 

5, 

.6 

4, 

.5 

4, 

.8 

6, 

.1 

5, 

.5 

6, 

.3 

7, 

.3 

a/The  1-percent  additive  to  the  highest  CPI  percentage  in- 
crease attained  during  the  3-month  period  Decame  effective 
with  this  adjustment. 

A  variety  of  group  health  insurance  plans  are  available 
for  selection  by  employees  and  may  be  retained  during  retire- 
ment.  Under  a  sharing  formula  the  Government  pays  about 
60  percent  of  the  insurance  premiums. 

Employees  may  elect  to  be  covered  by  group  life  insurance 
in  amounts  equal  to  their  annual  rate  of  pay  rounded  to  the 
next  highest  $1,000,  plus  $2,000f  with  a  minimum  coverage  of 
$10,000  and  a  maximum  coverage  of  $45,000.   The  Government 
pays  one-third  of  the  premium.   Additional  coverage  of  $10,000 
may  be  purchased  by  employees  with  no  Government  contribution. 
Life  insurance  may  be  retained  after  retirement,  but  coverage 
is  reduced  after  age  65.   Retirees  receive  the  regular  insur- 
ance at  no  cost,  but  they  pay  for  the  optional  insurance 
until  age  65. 

SCOPE  OF  STUDY 

Our  study  was  conducted  at  the  headquarters  of  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget  (OMB);  CSC;  and  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  (BLS),  Department  of  Labor.   The  study  included 
examinations  of  pay  and  benefit  legislation  and  related  docu- 
ments, records,  studies,  and  reports.   We  visited  major  em- 
ployers in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors  to  discuss 
their  pay  and  benefit  programs,  policies,  and  procedures  and 
met  with  various  benefit  consultants.   We  also  analyzed  bene- 
fit surveys  conducted  by  other  organizations  such  as  the  U.S. 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  The  Conference  Board,  BLS,  and  CSC. 
During  the  course  of  the  study,  we  discussed  pertinent  matters 
with  CSC  and  OMB  officials  and  considered  their  views  in  pre- 
paring this  report. 
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CHAPTER  2 

LONGSTANDING  OBJECTIVE;   COMPARABILITY 

OF  TOTAL  COMPENSATION 

During  development  of  the  Federal  white-collar  pay 
comparability  process  and  throughout  the  13  years  the 
process  has  been  in  effect,  it  has  been  recognized  that 
the  comparability  principle  should  be  applied  to  both  pay 
and  benefits.   However,  little  progress  has  been  made  to 
achieve  this  objective. 

Toward  the  end  of  the  1950s,  the  problems  of  Federal 
personnel  administration  under  the  white-collar  salary 
structures  had  become  a  matter  of  great  concern.   The 
President,  in  proposing  the  comparability  principle,  said 
that  Federal  salaries  and  benefits  should  be  comparable 
with  private  enterprise  salaries  and  benefits. 

The  Interdepartmental  Committee  on  Civilian  Compen- 
sation studied  civilian  compensation  in  1957.   After  a 
preliminary  study  the  steering  committee  for  the  study 
restricted  further  consideration  to  salary.   The  steering 
committee  stated  that  its  decision  to  eliminate  benefits 
from  further  consideration  represented  no  conclusions 
about  the  relative  importance  of  benefits — it  was  simply 
a  practical  limit  on  the  scope  of  the  study.   The  study 
recommended  that  salary  rates  for  Federal  white-collar 
employees  be  adjusted  annually  to  reflect  the  general 
levels  of  non-Federal  salaries  as  determined  by  an  annual 
survey.   An  interagency  special  work  group  designed  a 
survey  of  non-Federal  white-collar  salaries,  and  in  1959 
BLS  began  the  survey  program. 

In  the  early  1960s  the  executive  branch  developed 
plans  for  civilian  pay  reform  which  confined  the  compa- 
rability principle  to  salary  only  because  (1)  available 
information  indicated  benefits  in  the  Government  and 
private  sector  tended  to  balance  out  and  (2)  the  task 
of  obtaining  the  necessary  private  enterprise  benefit 
data  was  difficult.   In  a  February  1962  report  to  the 
President,  the  President's  Advisory  Panel  on  Federal 
Pay  Systems  stated  that  steps  should  be  taken  to  insure 
that  Federal  employees1  compensation  was  comparable  to 
that  of  their  private  sector  counterparts.   The  Panel, 
an  independent  group  of  representatives  from  industry, 
education,  labor,  and  professional  organizations  which 
was  established  to  review  pay  reform  plans,  endorsed  the 
pay  comparability  principle  stating  that  salary  compara- 
bility was  an  objective  that  deserved  high  priority. 
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However,  the  Panel  recommended  that,  as  successive  annual 
pay  comparability  studies  were  made,  the  process  could  and 
should  be  continually  refined  to  encompass  the  increasingly 
important  benefit  element  of  compensation. 

On  February  19,  1962,  the  President  recommended,  and 
the  Congress  enacted,  Federal  salary  reform  for  white- 
collar  employees  which  established  the  principle  that  their 
salaries  should  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  sala- 
ries. 

In  1966  a  Cabinet  committee  reported  to  the  President 
that  the  comparability  principle  should  be  applied  to  both 
pay  and  benefits  to  insure  equity  for  Federal  employees 
with  their  equals  throughout  the  economy.   Also,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  (now  OMB)  and  CSC  reported  to  the  President 
that  there  were  indications  that  Federal  and  private  sector 
expenditures  for  benefits  were  increasing  at  different 
rates.   The  President  advised  the  Congress  that  better  in- 
formation on  benefit  compensation  was  needed  to  continue 
modernizing  Federal  compensation  policy  and  requested  funds 
for  collection  and  evaluation  of  information  on  non-Federal 
benefits  by  BLS.   The  Congress  approved  the  appropriation 
request. 

BLS  surveyed  private  sector  benefit  expenditures  and 
compared  them  with  Federal  expenditures  in  1966,  1968,  1970, 
and  1972.   Benefit  expenditures  as  a  percentage  of  pay  by 
the  Government  were  less  than  the  private  sector  in  1966 
and  1968,  but  Federal  expenditures  were  greater  in  1970 
and  1972  primarily  because  of  increased  retirement  system 
expenditures.   However,  no  plan  was  developed  to  meet  the 
longstanding  objective  of  total  compensation  comparability. 

In  September  1973  CSC  requested  and  obtained  funds 
from  the  Congress  to  conduct  various  compensation  studies, 
including  one  on  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of  ex- 
panding the  comparability  principle  and  processes  to  in- 
clude benefits.   At  the  time  of  our  fieldwork,  the  CSC 
staff  had  not  completed  its  studies.   However,  its  re- 
search had  reaffirmed  the  desirability  of  total  compensa- 
tion comparability,  and  the  staff  planned  to  formulate 
recommendations  on  the  feasibility  of  developing  such  an 
approach  by  June  1975. 

The  fiscal  year  1976  budget,  submitted  to  the  Con- 
gress in  January  1975,  stated  that  a  top-level  review 
would  be  undertaken  to  make  a  policy  recommendation  to 
the  President  on  how  the  Federal  Government  could  best 
determine  the  future  levels  of  total  compensation  for 
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its  employees  under  the  principle  of  comparability.   We 
are  hopeful  that  this  executive  branch  review  will  con- 
sider the  issues  raised  in  this  report  and  result  in  a 
recommendation  to  the  Congress  of  a  policy  and  process 
for  achieving  total  compensation  comparability. 
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CHAPTER_3 
WHY  THE  COMPARABILITY  PRINCIPLE 
SHOULD  INCLUDE  BENEFITS 


A  rational  compensation  policy  is  needed  to  guide  the 
development  of  both  pay  and  benefits  in  a  coordinated  and 
consistent  movement  towards  a  common  goal.   The  present  pay 
comparability  processes  do  not  recognize  the  benefit  element 
of  employee  compensation.   Benefits  are  adjusted  on  a  piece- 
meal basis  without  a  prescribed  standard  or  consideration  of 
pay  levels.   Accordingly,  the  processes  are  not  accomplishing 
the  primary  purposes  for  which  the  comparability  principle 
was  adopted — to  provide  equity  for  the  Federal  employee  with 
his  private  sector  counterparts,  to  enable  the  Government  to 
be  a  fair  competitor  in  the  labor  market,  and  to  provide  a 
logical  and  factual  standard  for  setting  Federal  pay.   Estab- 
lishing a  uniform  standard  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  both  pay 
and  fringe  benefits  and  appropriate  adjustment  processes  would 
help  promote  greater  confidence  in  the  Government's  compensa- 
tion policies  and  determination  processes. 


•371  O  -  76  -  25 
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GROWTH  OF  BENEFITS 


Benefits  are  an  increasingly  important  part  of  employee 
compensation  in  both  the  private  and  Federal  sectors.   U.S. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  surveys  from  1953  to  1973  show  the  growth 
in  benefit  expenditures  per  employee  for  155  rather  large 
companies.   The  following  chart  presents  the  results  of  those 
surveys. 
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Benefit  expenditures  have  increased  proportionately  more 
than  pay  as  shown  in  the  following  chart  of  benefits  as  a  per- 
cent of  employers'  payroll  expenditures. 
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BLS  surveys  of  private  and  Federal  sector  benefit  expend- 
itures show  a  similar  pattern.   (See  app.  I.)   In  the  private 
sector,  benefit  expenditures  grew  from  24.5  percent  of  basic 
pay  in  1966  to  28.7  percent  in  1972,  but  the  growth  rate  was 
faster  in  the  Federal  sector.   Expenditures  for  Federal  em- 
ployee benefits  grew  from  23.8  percent  of  basic  pay  in  1966 
to  32.1  percent  in  1972.   The  BLS  studies  further  show  that 
private  sector  benefit  expenditures,  as  a  percentage  of  basic 
pay,  were  greater  than  the  Federal  sector's  in  1966  and  1968 
but  that  the  Federal  sector  was  ahead  in  1970  and  1972. 

Another  indication  of  the-  relative  standing  of  Federal 
employee  benefits  is  found  in  a  1973  CSC  comparison  of  benefit 
levels  of  25  leading  non-Federal  employers'  programs  with  the 
Federal  program.   (See  app.  II.)   CSC  concluded  that  1  employer 
provided  benefits  more  liberal  than  the  Government's,  5  were 
comparable,  and  19  were  less  liberal. 

INCONGRUITY  OF  LIMITING 
COMPARABILITY  TO  PAY  RATES 

The  pay  comparability  principle  was  adopted  to  provide 
an  objective  standard  on  which  to  assess  and  adjust  pay  rates 
of  the  various  Federal  pay  systems.   In  February  1962  the  pur- 
poses and  logic  of  a  pay  comparability  principle  were  clearly 
stated  by  the  President  in  a  special  message  on  Federal  salary 
reform  for  white-collar  employees,  as  follows: 

"Adoption  of  the  principle  of  comparability  will  as- 
sure equity  for  the  Federal  employee  with  his  equals 
throughout  the  national  economy — enable  the  Govern- 
ment to  compete  fairly  with  private  firms  for  quali- 
fied personnel — and  provide  at  last  a  logical  and 
factual  standard  for  setting  Federal  salaries.   Re- 
flected in  this  single  standard  are  such  legitimate 
private  enterprise  pay  considerations  as  cost  of 
living,  standard  of  living  and  productivity,  to  the 
same  extent  that  those  factors  are  resolved  into  the 
'going  rate'  over  bargaining  tables  and  other  salary 
determining  processes  in  private  enterprise  through- 
out the  country." 

The  resulting  legislation  declared  that  the  salary  rates  for 
white-collar  employees  would  be  based  on  the  principle  that 
such  rates  would  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise  rates. 
There  is  also  a  comparability  process  for  adjusting  Federal 
blue-collar  wage  rates. 

Pay  and  benefit  adjustments  are  often  interrelated  in  the 
non-Federal  compensation  determination  processes.   Emphasis 
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may  be  placed  on  adjustments  of  fringe  benefits  rather  than 
pay  rates  in  arriving  at  a  compensation  package  acceptable 
to  both  the  employer  and  the  employees.   By  focusing  only 
on  pay  adjustments  in  the  private  sector,  the  Federal  pay  com- 
parability processes  recognize  only  one  component  of  the  set- 
tlement and  do  not  recognize  the  many  critical  decisions  com- 
ing from  settlements  which  concern  benefits. 

Another  incongruity  of  limiting  comparability  to  pay  is 
that  annual  pay  rates  encompass  a  substantial  element  of 
benefits — paid  nonworkdays  for  vacations,  sickness,  etc.   OMB 
and  BLS  data  shows  that  the  average  number  of  paid  nonworkdays 
in  the  Federal  sector  is  probably  greater  than  in  the  private 
sector.   If  productivity  in  both  sectors  is  the  same  for  each 
day  worked,  the  Government's  pay  rates  for  each  day  of  produc- 
tive time  may  be  greater  than  the  private  sector's  rates. 
Another  consideration  not  recognized  in  the  establishment  of 
white-collar  pay  rates  is  that  the  scheduled  Federal  workweek 
is  40  hours  and  BLS  data  shows  that  the  private  sector's  work- 
week is  somewhat  less.   This  condition  would  somewhat  offset 
the  paid  nonworkday  problem. 

BENEFIT  POLICIES  AND  PROGRAMS 
IN  THE  NON-FEDERAL" S~EC~T0R 

Major  non-Federal  employers  generally  have  adopted  defini- 
tive policies  and  procedures  to  govern  their  benefit  determin- 
ation processes.   Non-Federal  employers  tend  to  view  employee 
benefit  programs  as  equal  in  importance  to  pay  and  consider 
both  in  determining  compensation  packages.   There  is  wide- 
spread use  of  other  employers'  benefit  program  information 
in  benefit  analysis  and  planning.   In  benefit  program  develop- 
ment, employee  needs  and  benefit  costs  are  among  the  primary 
considerations . 

Benefit  policies 

In  visits  to  several  major  private  and  non-Federal  govern- 
mental employers,  we  noted  that  the  establishment  of  a  clear, 
definitive  policy  on  the  role  and  objective  of  the  benefit  pro- 
gram was  frequently  considered  to  be  an  essential  element  in 
compensation  planning.   As  a  general  rule  these  policies  in- 
clude statements  which  commit  .the  organization  to  meet  certain 
employee  needs  in  accordance  with  a  standard  which  is  usually 
related  to  prevailing  practice.   Policies  frequently  set  forth 
principles  or  objectives  covering  such  matters  as  assignment 
of  priority  to  satisfying  employee  needs  for  financial  secur- 
ity, economy,  equity,  and  support  of  the  organization's  per- 
sonnel policies. 
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Such  benefit  policies  can  be  stated  simply.   For  example, 
the  benefit  policy  of  a  leading  petroleum  company  states  that 
its  benefit  programs  will  be  designed  primarily  to  meet  the 
financial  security  needs  of  employees,  be  uniform  throughout 
the  organization,  and  be  among  the  best  in  the  petroleum  in- 
dustry. 

Development  of  the  compensation  package 

While  the  non-Federal  employers  used  various  methods  to 
establish  pay  and  benefits  for  their  employees,  each  employer 
viewed  pay  and  benefits  to  be  equally  important  components  of 
the  compensation  package  and  followed  prescribed  procedures 
to  assure  that  pay  and  benefit  objectives  were  accomplished. 

For  example,  one  major  private  employer's  policy  is  that 
its  benefit  program  will  be  comparable  to  the  programs  provided 
by  the  leaders  of  a  group  of  50  employers.   The  employer  eval- 
uates the  comparative  values  of  each  of  the  50  other  programs 
and  its  own  program,  both  by  benefit  element  and  total  bene- 
fits, and  determines  the  changes  needed  to  retain  the  employ- 
er's desired  benefit  program  ranking.   The  expenditure  neces- 
sary for  the  proposed  changes  is  not  at  issue  in  the  evaluation 
but  is  determined  and  considered  along  with  proposed  pay  in- 
creases in  developing  the  compensation  package  to  be  offered. 
Tradeoffs  are  made  between  pay  and  benefit  changes  to  arrive 
at  an  affordable  compensation  package  which  is  appropriate 
for  employee  needs.   The  benefit  program  evaluations  are  con- 
ducted every  3  years  to  coincide  with  the  employer's  labor 
contract  negotiation  cycle. 

Methods  used  to  adjust  benefit  programs 

None  of  the  employers  we  visited  followed  the  Federal 
practice  of  piecemeal  benefit  adjustment.   In  contrast,  they 
considered  benefit  improvements  and  changes  along  with  pay 
changes  in  periodically  revising  employees'  compensation 
amounts  either  on  an  annual  basis  or  as  required  by  the  con- 
tract negotiation  cycle.   Many  employers  negotiate  both  pay 
and  benefit  changes  as  a  package  with  employee  unions.   Dur- 
ing the  negotiations  the  employer  is  primarily  concerned  with 
keeping  expenditures  for  the  negotiated  package  within  the 
limits  set  for  the  package  originally  proposed.   Moreover,  it 
may  be  desirable  under  certain  conditions  to  emphasize  adjust- 
ments of  fringe  benefits  rather  than  pay  rates.   An  example 
of  interrelated  pay  and  benefit  negotiations  is  the  contract 
negotiated  in  1973  by  most  of  the  Nation's  railroads  and 
15  unions.   The  agreement  provided  a  10.7-percent  increase 
in  pay  and  benefits  consisting  of  a  pay  increase  of  4  percent 
and  a  benefit  increase  of  about  6.7  percent.   However,  the 
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employees'  take-home  pay  actually  went  up  by  about  9  percent 
because  the  railroads  assumed  a  greater  share  of  the  expendi- 
ture for  retirement  benefits. 

A  somewhat  different  approach  is  used  by  one  employer. 
Through  day-to-day  contacts  with  union  representatives  and 
other  employees  the  employer  attempts  to  predict  whether  the 
employee  emphasis  during  negotiations  will  be  on  pay  or  bene- 
fits and  what  the  principal  benefit  desires  will  be.   The  em- 
ployer then  prepares  a  pay  and  benefit  package  designed  to 
respond  to  the  broadest  segment  of  employees  possible.   Sepa- 
rate negotiating  sessions  are  held  on  pay  and  benefits — with 
benefits  being  negotiated  first.   This  split  approach  is  used 
because  the  employer  believes  it  is  important  that,  during 
pay  negotiations,  the  employees  consider  the  recent  benefit 
improvements. 

In  some  instances  employers  have  separate  benefit  poli- 
cies for  their  represented  and  nonrepresented  employees.   How- 
ever, benefits  negotiated  with  employee  unions  generally  form 
the  basis  for  the  benefit  program  provided  to  nonunion  employ- 
ees. 

Communication  of  benefit  provisions 
and  values  to  employees 

Employees  customarily  are  well  aware  of  the  pay  they  re- 
ceive for  duties  they  perform.   However,  they  may  not  be  as 
familiar  with  the  provisions  or  significance  of  the  benefit 
elements  of  their  compensation  packages  or  of  the  expenditures 
being  made  by  their  employers  to  finance  the  benefit  programs. 
The  importance  of  communicating  the  value  of  benefit  programs 
to  employees  was  clearly  stated  in  the  following  remarks  made 
by  an  executive  of  a  large  company  in  responding  to  a  ques- 
tionnaire from  the  Bureau  of  National  Affairs: 

"I  believe  that  all  of  us  in  personnel,  whether 
representing  unions  or  companies,  should  change 
our  terminology  when  discussing  'fringe  benefits.' 
When  our  benefit  program  adds  another  $1.00  of 
cost  to  the  company  for  each  $3.00  per  hour  in 
employee  wages,  that  $1.00  of  benefits  is  no 
longer  a  'fringe.'   It  is  indirect  compensation 
and  should  be  called  such.   Both  unions  and  com- 
panies should  be  quick  to  take  full  credit  for 
the  stupendous  expenditures  for  indirect  compen- 
sation programs.   To  do  otherwise  is  to  mislead 
one's  employees  or  union  members.   Our  company 
is  working  very  hard  in  cooperation  with  our 
unions  to  explain  our  indirect  compensation  pro- 
gram and  the  amount  of  money  it's  worth  to  each 
employee." 
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Many  of  the  employers  we  visited  attached  significance 
to  making  employees  aware  of  the  importance  of  their  benefits 
and  used  varying  means  to  communicate  to  employees  the  value 
of  the  programs  provided.   The  communications  techniques  in- 
cluded discussions  with  employee  groups  and  preparation  of 
booklets  and  brochures.   The  technique  considered  most  suc- 
cessful was  a  personalized  benefits  statement  submitted 
annually  to  each  employee  showing  the  actual  dollar  value  of 
each  benefit.   For  example,  an  employee  could  learn  from  his 
benefits  statement  the  payments  he  would  receive  if  he  became 
disabled  and  unable  to  work,  the  amounts  payable  to  his  bene- 
ficiaries if  he  died,  and  the  monthly  annuity  he  will  receive 
at  retirement.   Employers  who  used  benefits  statements  be- 
lieved that  they  were  useful  in  assisting  employees  to 
evaluate  and  make  personal  financial  plans  and  to  achieve 
the  desired  understanding  of  benefit  program  value. 

CALIFORNIA'S  APPROACH  TO  TOTAL 
COMPENSATION  COMPARABILITY 

California  recently  reformed  its  compensation  determin- 
ation policy  and  process  to  consider  prevailing  practice  in 
setting  both  salaries  and  benefits.   Before  the  new  approach, 
called  "total  equivalent  compensation,"  was  adopted,  only 
pay  was  based  on  prevailing  practice.   We  believe  that,  since 
the  State  is  a  public  employer,  the  concepts  of  the  benefit 
determination  process  may  be  of  interest  in  considering  re- 
design of  the  Federal  program. 

California  law  provides  that  State  employees'  compensa- 
tion be  based  on  the  principle  of  equivalency  with  the  total 
compensation — both  pay  and  benefits — that  prevails  in  private 
industry  and  other  public  agencies.   The  law  provides  that 
annual  pay  and  benefit  surveys  be  made  and  that  the  Governor's 
annual  budget  include  recommendations  on  the  comparability 
increases  needed  for  the  legislature's  consideration. 

California's  executive  branch  developed  a  benefit  model 
which  embodies  long-range  benefit  objectives  and  principles. 
The  model  stipulates,  among  other  things,  that  (1)  benefit 
design  should  be  focused  on  career  employees,  (2)  the  maximum 
retirement  allowance,  including  social  security,  should  ap- 
proximate final  take-home  pay,  (3)  employee  contributions 
are  desirable  but  should  be  kept  to  a  minimum,  and  (4)  all 
employees  should  receive  approximately  the  same  level  of  bene- 
fits.  In  constructing  the  model  the  executive  branch  assured 
that  employee  desires  were  considered  by  working  with  employee 
organizations  and  conducting  an  employee  fringe  benefit  pref- 
erence survey.   Benefit  levels  inherent  in  the  State's  model 
program  substantially  exceed  present  benefit  levels. 
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Annually  the  fringe  benefit  programs  of  a  sample  of  the 
larger  employers  in  California  are  analyzed  actuarially  to 
determine  what  they  would  cost  if  adopted  for  State  employees. 
The  difference  between  these  costs  and  the  costs  actually 
being  incurred  by  the  State  for  its  benefit  programs  is  the 
dollar  amount  of  the  benefit  lag  or  lead  for  a  given  year. 
If  a  lag  exists,  benefit  improvements  sufficient  to  fill  the 
lag  are  developed  using  the  State's  benefit  model.   This  is 
done  through  conferences  with  representatives  of  the  State's 
major  employee  organizations.  These  conferences  determine, 
within  the  dollar  limit  established  by  the  lag  in  benefits, 
improvements  which  meet  the  model's  objectives  and  the  employ- 
ees' most  pressing  needs.   These  benefit  improvements  are  then 
included  in  the  Governor's  budget  for  the  legislature's  con- 
sideration. 

California  has  initiated  an  intensive  effort  to  insure 
full  recognition  by  employees  of  the  State's  benefit  program. 
This  effort  includes: 

— A  payroll  insert  accompanying  the  first  paycheck 

after  a  benefit  adjustment  which  explains  the  change. 

— A  booklet  for  employees  explaining  the  total  compensa- 
tion concept  and  benefits. 

— An  annual  personalized  benefit  statement  summarizing 
each  employee's  particular  benefits  and  amount  the 
State  spent  for  those  benefits. 


We  believe  the  importance  attached  to  benefits  by  non- 
Federal  employers  and  their  integration  into  the  non-Federal 
compensation-determining  processes  indicate  that  the  applica- 
tion of  the  comparability  principle  to  Federal  benefits  in 
a  framework  of  total  compensation  comparability  would  be  con- 
sistent with  non-Federal  practices. 
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CHAPTER  4 


ISSUES  INVOLVED  IN  DEVELOPING  A 

TOTAL  COMPENSATION  COMPARABILITY  POLICY 

Many  interrelated  issues  must  be  considered  in  estab- 
lishing a  viable,  reasonable,  and  credible  policy  to 
achieve  total  compensation  comparability.   The  issues  in- 
clude : 

— What  standard  should  be  used  to  measure  compara- 
bility of  Federal  employee  benefits? 

— What  adjustment  process  should  be  adopted  to  in- 
sure that  Federal  employee  benefits  satisfy  a  policy 
of  total  compensation  comparability? 

WHAT  STANDARD  SHOULD  BE  USED? 

Benefits  play  a  role  in  securing  a  work  force  of  de- 
sired characteristics,  but  there  are  limits  on  the  re- 
sources the  Government  can  devote  to  benefits.   It  is 
important  to  both  the  Government  and  its  employees  that 
a  standard  of  benefit  adequacy  be  adopted.   We  believe 
that  the  standard  of  benefit  adequacy,  just  as  the 
standard  of  pay  adequacy,  should  be  based  on  an  interpre- 
tation of  the  concept  of  prevailing  practice.   Develop- 
ment of  a  standard  involves: 

— With  whose  benefits  should  Federal  benefits  be 
compared? 

— How  should  benefits  be  compared? 

With  whose  benefits  should 
Federal  benefits  be  compared? 

Since  determining  prevailing  practice  requires  eval- 
uating benefits  of  other  employers,  a  determination  of 
the  non-Federal  sector  employers  with  which  Federal  com- 
parisons should  be  made  is  required. 

Non-Federal  benefit  programs  vary  widely--by  industry, 
size  of  establishment,  region,  and  type  of  employees  (i.e., 
blue-collar  or  white-collar).   According  to  the  1973  U.S. 
Chamber  of  Commerce  survey,  employer  benefit  expenditures 
as  a  percentage  of  payroll  were  nearly  50  percent  higher 
in  the  petroleum  industry  than  in  the  textile  industry. 
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Firms  with  5,000  or  more  employees  spent  over  the  average 
for  benefits  in  13  of  the  industries  surveyed  and  less  than 
the  average  in  3  industries,  while  firms  with  500  to  999 
employees  made  higher-than-average  expenditures  in  only 
3  industries  and  lower-than-average  expenditures  in  12  in- 
dustries.  Benefit  expenditures  were  highest  in  the  North- 
east and  lowest  in  the  Southeast. 

A  previous  GAO  report,  (B-167266,  May  11,  1973)  en- 
titled "Improvements  Needed  in  the  Survey  of  Non-Federal 
Salaries  Used  As  Basis  For  Adjusting  Federal  White-Collar 
Salaries,"  indicated  that  private  enterprise  salary  levels 
varied  considerably  throughout  the  United  States  and  that 
care  was  necessary  in  selecting  employers  for  the  sample 
so  that  survey  results  would  be  representative  of  prevail- 
ing pay  practice.   We  believe  similar  care  is  required  in 
selecting  the  employers  for  the  sample  used  in  a  benefit 
survey.   Factors  such  as  size  and  type  of  establishment, 
industry  representativeness,  and  geographic  dispersion 
require  special  attention  to  insure  that  survey  results 
accurately  portray  prevailing  benefit  practice. 

Since  Federal  pay  is  based  on  non-Federal  pay  and 
non-Federal  pay  and  benefits  are  interrelated,  we  believe 
the  same  survey  universe  should  be  used  to  determine  both 
pay  and  benefits. 

Also,  a  nationwide  survey  universe  is  used  to  deter- 
mine Federal  white-collar  salaries,  while  blue-collar 
workers1  wages  are  established  on  a  locality  basis.   Since 
BLS  studies  and  other  studies  indicate  differences  between 
non-Federal  blue-collar  and  white-collar  benefits,  the 
question  of  whether  white-collar  and  blue-collar  benefit 
programs  should  be  the  same  in  the  Federal  sector  is  raised 

How  should  benefit  programs 
be  compared? 

Fringe  benefit  programs  may  be  looked  at  from  the 
standpoint  of  employer  expenditures  to  finance  the  pro- 
grams or  from  the  level  of  benefits  provided  employees. 
Each  may  produce  different  results. 

Comparisons  based  on  employer  expenditures 

BLS,  the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  others  measure 
employer  expenditures  for  benefits  provided.   A  survey  of 
employer  benefit  expenditures  is  easier  to  design  and 
undertake  than  a  survey  of  benefit  levels.   Employer  ex- 
penditures is  a  relatively  simple  method  of  quantifying 
the  extent  of  fringe  benefits. 
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However,  this  measurement  method  presents  problems. 
Many  employers  will  not  provide  such  data.   Also,  the 
expenditures  by  two  different  employers  for  identical 
benefits  may  vary  substantially  for  many  reasons,  such  as 
differences  in  the  average  length  of  service  or  age  of  em- 
ployees in  the  two  work  forces.   For  example,  the  expendi- 
tures for  life  and  health  insurance  programs  might  vary 
with  the  negotiating  ability  of  various  employers  along 
with  differences  in  the  size  and  characteristics  of  the 
employee  groups  involved.   One  employer  might  be  able  to 
purchase  group  life  insurance  covering  a  young  work  force 
for  much  less  than  another  employer  could  obtain  the  same 
coverage  for  an  older  work  force.   Further,  employer  ex- 
penditures for  retirement  programs  may  vary  considerably 
depending  on  the  funding  policies,  investment  policies, 
and  the  rates  of  return  received  on  the  investments  from 
year  to  year,  even  though  benefits  paid  to  employees  may 
be  the  same. 

A  critical  problem  concerns  the  treatment  of  employer 
expenditures  for  unfunded  liabilities  of  retirement  funds. 
The  following  is  a  BLS  comparison  of  Federal  expenditures 
for  retirement  programs  as  a  percent  of  basic  pay  for  1970 
and  1972. 


1970         1972 


Contributions  to  social  security 
Agency  contributions 

Payments  on  past  unfunded  liabilities 
Amortization  of  benefit  improvements 


.2% 

.2% 

7.0 

7.0 

1.0 

3.3 

1.8 

2.4 

16.6% 

12.9% 

Federal  employee  union  representatives  have  strongly  ob- 
jected to  including  expenditures  from  unfunded  liabilities 
and  amortization  of  benefit  improvements  in  comparisons  of 
Federal  and  non-Federal  retirement  programs. 

The  Civil  Service  Retirement  System  is  financed,  in 
part,  by  equal  agency  and  employee  contributions.   Over  the 
years,  however,  the  retirement  fund  had  built  up  large  un- 
funded liabilities,  and  there  was  concern  over  the  finan- 
cial integrity  of  the  fund.   Some  causes  of  the  liabili- 
ties were  (1)  crediting  service  for  which  neither  the  Gov- 
ernment nor  the  employees  contributed,  (2)  not  funding 
liabilities  resulting  from  employee  pay  increases,  cost- 
of-living  adjustments  to  annuities,  and  benefit  liberaliza- 
tions, and  (3)  loss  of  interest  income  which  would  have 
been  earned  if  the  accrued  liability  had  been  fully  funded. 
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In  1969  the  Congress  enacted  a  law  which  requires  the 
Government  to  make  two  types  of  additional  annual  payments 
into  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Fund  —  interest  payments 
on  the  amount  of  past  unfunded  liabilities  (about  $77  bil- 
lion as  of  June  30,  1974)  and  amortization  payments  to  fund 
liabilities  created  by  certain  future  benefit  improvements. 

The  purpose  of  interest  payments  is  to  provide  the 
same  income  to  the  fund  as  if  the  liability  had  been  funded. 
These  payments  are  increasing  rapidly  because  (1)  cost-of- 
living  increases  in  annuities  are  occurring  frequently  and 
are  not  funded  and  (2)  the  1969  law  said  that  10  percent 
of  the  annual  interest  was  payable  in  fiscal  year  1971 
and  that  payments  must  increase  by  10-percent  increments 
each  fiscal  year  until  1980  when  payments  of  100  percent  of 
the  interest  will  be  required  each  year. 

The  purpose  of  amortization  payments  is  to  fund  new 
liabilities  created  by  employee  pay  increases,  liberaliza- 
tion of  retirement  benefits,  or  extensions  of  retirement 
system  coverage  to  new  groups  of  employees.   The  1969  law 
requires  that  these  payments  be  made  in  30  annual  install- 
ments. 

BLS  includes  all  benefit  expenditures  made  by  employers 
in  its  survey  of  Federal  and  private  sector  benefit  programs 
The  BLS  surveys  showed  that  Federal  expenditures  for  retire- 
ment programs  increased  from  6.8  percent  of  pay  in  1966  and 
1968  to  10  percent  in  1970  and  12.9  percent  in  1972.   These 
dramatic  increases  resulted  primarily  from  the  additional 
interest  and  principal  expenditures  to  the  retirement  fund. 
In  1972  these  expenditures  amounted  to  about  $1,760  million-- 
interest  of  $1,023  million  and  principal  of  $737  million. 

Federal  employee  union  leaders  object  to  including 
expenditures  for  interest  on  unfunded  liabilities  and  prin- 
cipal payments  on  benefit  improvements  in  the  Government's 
benefit  comparisons.   The  leaders  say  that  unfunded  lia- 
bilities are  a  responsibility  of  the  employer  and  such  ex- 
penditures are  not  properly  chargeable  as  a  benefit  of  cur- 
rent employees.   BLS  pointed  out  that  private  employers  with 
funded  pension  plans  must  also  pay  interest  on  unfunded 
liabilities  to  comply  with  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  and 
that  most  private  employers  make  additional  expenditures 
to  amortize  past  service  liabilities.   BLS  said  that 
Federal  and  private  sector  outlays  compared  in  its  study 
included  all  amounts  spent  by  employers  for  retirement 
plans  during  the  year.   BLS,  however,  does  not  know  the 
extent  of  interest  and  amortization  expenditures  included 
in  the  private  sector  amounts.   In  this  regard,  the  en- 
actment of  the  Employee  Retirement  Income  Security  Act 
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of  1974  (Public  Law  93-406,  88  Stat.  829)  changed  the  mini- 
mum funding  requirements  for  private  pension  plans.   Pri- 
vate employers  now  must  fund  their  unfunded  liabilities 
over  a  stated  number  of  years  and  will  no  longer  be  allowed 
to  pay  only  the  interest  on  the  liabilities. 

It  should  also  be  recognized  that  a  different  method 
is  used  to  finance  the  social  security  program,  which  repre- 
sents a  major  portion  of  private  employers1  retirement 
plan  expenditures.   In  social  security  no  fund  is  accumu- 
lated to  guarantee  future  benefit  payments  to  past  and 
present  employees.   Current  liabilities  are  financed  by 
contributions  of  past  and  present,  as  well  as  future,  em- 
ployers and  employees.   Therefore,  additional  payments  for 
unfunded  liabilities  and  amortization  of  benefit  improve- 
ments are  not  made  in  the  social  security  program. 

Since  retirement  system  funding  requirements  repre- 
sent substantial  and  rapidly  increasing  outlays  to  assure 
the  financial  integrity  of  retirement  funds,  equitable  and 
comparable  treatment  of  these  expenditures  is  crucial  to  a 
meaningful  comparison  of  expenditures  for  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  benefit  programs. 

In  addressing  this  problem,  it  must  be  recognized  that 
much  of  the  present  Federal  retirement  system's  unfunded 
liability  resulted  from  the  lack  of  financing  of  higher 
benefits  payable  because  of  pay  increases  to  employees  and 
cost-of-living  increases  to  annuitants. 

Increased  benefits  payable  because  of  future  pay  in- 
creases and  annuity  adjustments  are  not  considered  in  the 
actuarial  determination  of  the  "normal  cost"l/  of  the 
retirement  system  on  which  the  present  7-percent  rates  of 
agency  and  employee  contributions  are  based.   It  is  apparent 
that  such  increases,  if  continued,  will  have  a  dramatic 
influence  on  the  retirement  benefits  to  be  received  by 
present  employees.   Each  $1  pay  raise  increases  the  re- 
tirement fund  liability  by  about  $2.   The  minimum  cost- 
of-living  adjustment  of  4  percent  increases  the  liability 
by  about  $2  billion.   Increased  liability  resulting  from 
employee  pay  raises  is  to  be  funded  over  30  years  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  1969  legislation.   For  cost-of-living 
adjustments  to  annuities,  only  the  annual  interest  pay- 
ments are  required.   CSC  estimates  that,  if  the  cost  of 
living  increases  at  an  annual  rate  of  5.9  percent,  the 


1/The  average  percentage  of  the  salaries  of  new  employees 
that  is  required  to  be  paid  into  the  fund  from  the  time 
they  enter  service  until  they  leave  service  in  order  to 
accumulate  sufficient  funds  to  pay  their  benefits. 
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unfunded  liability  of  the  retirement  fund  will  grow  from 
$69  billion  in  1973  to  about  $138  billion  in  1983.   As- 
suming annual  increases  of  5.2  percent  in  pay,  along  with 
5.9-percent  annual  cost-of-living  increases,  CSC  estimates 
that  the  Government  contribution,  including  interest  pay- 
ments, to  the  retirement  fund  would  grow  from  $3.8  bil- 
lion in  1973  to  about  $13.9  billion  annually  by  1983. 

Even  if  compromises  were  reached  on  the  treatment  of 
retirement  expenditures,  a  doubt  would  remain  about  whether 
the  benefit  expenditures  of  one  employer  could  produce  the 
same  benefit  levels  if  expended  by  a  second  employer. 

Com parisons  based  on  levels  of  benefits 

In  benefit  level  comparisons,  the  actual  programs  pro- 
vided to  employees  are  compared  and  evaluated.   For  example, 
the  face  values  of  life  insurance  policies  provided  to  em- 
ployees are  compared  rather  than  the  employer's  life  insur- 
ance expenditures.   Such  benefit  level  comparisons  elimi- 
nate differences  in  comparison  results  caused  by  differences 
in  work  force  characteristics  and  allow  a  manager  to  deter- 
mine how  competitive  his  benefit  program  is  likely  to  be 
with  other  employers'  programs. 

Benefit  level  comparisons,  such  as  the  CSC  study 
(app.  II),  tend  to  be  subjective  because  of  difficulties 
encountered  in  measuring  programs  in  a  common  unit.   For 
example,  from  the  benefit  level  point  of  view,  the  unit  of 
measure  for  vacation  is  usually  days  or  weeks  of  vacation 
each  year,  while  for  life  insurance  it  is  usually  the  face 
value  of  the  policy.   Days  or  weeks  of  vacation  cannot  be 
directly  added  to  dollars  of  life  insurance  coverage. 
Therefore,  when  evaluating  two  or  more  benefits  which  are 
measured  differently,  subjective  judgments  are  necessary. 

In  appendix  III  we  have  described  and  compared  the 
Federal  benefit  program  and  the  typical  benefit  practice 
among  1,800  major  employers  as  determined  from  our  review 
of  the  survey  conducted  by  The  Conference  Board,  an  in- 
dependent, nonprofit  business  research  organization. 
This  comparison  demonstrates  that  benefit  programs  are  ex- 
tensive and  that  some  benefits  are  highly  complex.   The  sub- 
stantial differences  between  the  Federal  and  the  typical 
benefit  program  reviewed  show  that  too  much  subjective 
judgment  is  required  in  this  type  of  benefit  comparison  to 
be  used  in  a  systematic  benefit  adjustment  process. 
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Improving  benefit  level  comparisons 

Benefit  levels  may  be  objectively  quantified  by  using 
recently  developed  advanced  analytical  techniques. 

For  example,  an  actuarial  consultant  has  developed  a 
method  by  which  the  benefit  program  of  an  employer  may  be 
compared  with  the  benefit  programs  of  a  selected  group  of 
other  employers.   The  number  and  type  of  employers  included 
in  the  base  may  be  tailored  to  suit  the  client's  needs. 
The  output  of  the  comparison  is  a  set  of  index  numbers  which 
describe  the  standing  of  the  employer's  benefit  program 
among  the  plans  it  is  compared  with  in  terms  of  both  the 
total  benefit  value  and  the  value  of  the  employer-paid 
portion.   In  the  analysis  each  employer's  benefit  program  is 
applied  to  a  standard  population  designed  to  represent  a 
typical  work  force's  characteristics  of  age,  sex,  pay  rates, 
years  of  service,  etc.   The  value  of  the  benefits  is  actu- 
arially determined  by  considering  the  probabilities  that 
various  events  will  happen  to  each  employee  in  the  standard 
population  and  the  present  value  of  benefit  payments  that 
would  be  received.   For  comparison  purposes  the  average 
benefit  level  of  all  other  employers'  programs  is  set  at 
100  and  the  benefits  of  the  employer  being  compared  are  re- 
lated in  index  form  to  the  average.   In  this  manner  an  em- 
ployer can  readily  determine  where  and  why  its  benefit  pro- 
grams are  above  or  below  the  average  programs  of  the  other 
employers . 

Another  method  of  objectively  quantifying  benefit 
levels  is  the  costing  method.   In  this  method  a  complete 
description  of  benefit  programs  of  establishments  in  the 
sample  is  obtained.   The  benefit  programs  are  analyzed 
actuarially  to  determine  what  they  would  cost  the  employer 
(Federal  Government)  if  adopted.   The  costs  of  programs  in 
the  sample  are  averaged  and  this  average  cost  becomes  the 
benefit  cost  standard  for  use  in  the  comparability  deter- 
mination.  (See  p.  14.) 

Conclusion 

We  believe  that  the  same  survey  universe  should  be 
used  for  both  pay  and  benefit  evaluations  because  of  the 
interrelation  of  pay  and  benefit  determinations  in  the 
non-Federal  sector.   Further,  it  appears  that  the  bene- 
fit level  is  the  more  appropriate  viewpoint  from  which  to 
measure  and  compare  benefit  programs.   Until  recently 
evaluating  benefits  from  the  benefit  level  point  of  view 
required  too  much  subjective  judgment  for  use  in  a  sys- 
tematic adjustment  process.   However,  the  new  analytical 
tools  for  measuring  benefit  levels  provide  objective  means 


21 


397 


for  evaluating  benefits  in  a  systematic  process  designed 
to  achieve  total  compensation  comparability.  We  believe 
a  benefit  level  evaluation  method  which  utilizes  cost 
comparisons  would  be  better  suited  for  use  in  a  total  com- 
pensation comparability  process  since  both  pay  and  bene- 
fits would  be  measured  in  dollar  terms,  thereby  allowing 
more  meaningful  comparisons  and  adjustments. 

WHAT  ADJUSTMENT  PROCESS  SHOULD  BE  ADOPTED? 

If  a  policy  of  total  compensation  comparability  is 
adopted,  a  responsive  process  must  be  established  to  insure 
that  this  standard  is  maintained.   To  resolve  this  problem 
we  believe  the  following  issues  need  to  be  addressed: 

— Should  adjustment  of  benefits  be  integrated  with 
pay  adjustments? 

— What  roles  should  the  Congress,  the  executive  branch, 
and  employee  representatives  have  in  the  adjustment 
process? 

Should  adjustment  of  benefits  be 
integrated  with  pay  adjustments? 

There  are  two  basic  methods  for  achieving  total  com- 
pensation comparability.   In  the  first,  the  standard  is  at 
the  total  compensation  level  and  pay  and/or  benefits  are 
adjusted  as  long  as  the  total  meets  the  standard.   In  the 
second  method,  individual  standards  are  established  for  pay 
and  benefits,  with  the  tacit  understanding  that  meeting  both 
these  standards  will  establish  total  compensation  at  an  ap- 
propriate level.   To  illustrate  the  differences  between  the 
two  methods,  assume  the  following  comparative  compensation 
data  for  the  same  job  in  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  sectors 


Compensation  element  Federal  Non-Federal 


Difference 


Salary 

Total  benefit  proqram         $11,000 


$29,000  $30,000      -$1,000 

$10,000 


Less  employee 

contr  ibutions  f^r  : 

Retirement  fund  $2,030                   (a) 

Social  security  -                   $825 

Medical  insurance  335                   (aj 

Life  insurance  300 

$  2,665 
Net  benefits  8,335 


(a) 


9,175  -840 


Total    compensation  .  $37,335  $39,175  -1,840 

a/Assume    these    programs    are    supported    entirely   by    the    employer. 
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If  a  total  compensation  standard  and  process  were  in 
effect,  the  total  compensation  of  the  Federal  job  ($37,335) 
would  be  increased  by  $1,840  to  meet  the  total  standard  of 
$39,175.   This  increase  may  be  applied  to  salary  and/or 
benefits  in  any  proportion  deemed  most  desirable. 

If  individual  standards  for  pay  and  benefits  were  used, 
the  Federal  salary  would  be  increased  by  $1,000  to  meet  the 
$30,000  salary  standard  and  Federal  net  benefits  would  be 
increased  by  $840  to  meet  the  $9,175  benefit  standard.   When 
both  adjustments  are  made,  total  compensation  comparability 
should  result  just  as  it  did  using  the  total  compensation 
standard. 

Note  that  the  level  of  the  total  benefit  program 
($10,000)  is  not  used  as  a  standard.   Since  the  adjustment 
process  is  concerned  with  the  compensation  provided  by  the 
employer,  the  portion  of  the  program  purchased  with  the  em- 
ployee's money  must  be  removed  from  the  data  before  assess- 
ment can  begin. 

We  believe  that  a  single  standard  at  the  total  compensa- 
tion level  is  the  more  desirable  alternative.   Interaction 
can  occur  between  pay  and  benefit  adjustments  because  their 
levels  are  not  constrained  to  meet  individual  standards  and 
may  be  adjusted  to  reflect  a  variety  of  factors  considered 
during  the  adjustment  process. 

We  believe  the  independent  pay  and  benefit  standard 
method  is  less  flexible  than  the  single  standard  method. 
If  the  independent  method  is  considered,  it  should  be 
viewed  as  a  transition  method  with  the  goal  of  progressing 
to  the  single  standard  method  at  a  future  date. 

What  roles  should  the  Congress,  the  executive  branch, 
and  employee  representatives  have  in  the 
total  compensation  adjustment  process? 

Changes  to  the  Federal  employee  benefit  program  now 
occur  only  through  the  traditional  legislative  processes 
in  which  all  interested  parties — the  Congress,  the  execu- 
tive branch,  and  employee  organizations — have  important 
roles.   Generally,  these  processes  include  considering 
proposed  legislation  for  changes  in  individual  benefit 
elements,  or  portions  thereof,  introduced  by  Members  of 
Congress  of  their  own  accord  or  at  the  request  of  the 
executive  branch  or  employee  organizations.   Representa- 
tives of  both  the  executive  branch  and  employee  organiza- 
tions have  the  opportunity  to  express  their  views  on  the 
merits  of  the  proposed  changes  during  congressional  hearings; 
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however,  the  Congress  makes  the  final  decisions.  In  the  de- 
sign of  a  systematic  benefit  adjustment  process,  a  redefini- 
tion of  these  roles  may  be  desirable. 

One  possibility  could  be  for  the  executive  branch, 
with  some  participation  by  employee  representatives,  to 
periodically  assess  and  adjust  pay  and  benefits  within  pre- 
scribed legislative  policy  and  guidelines.   These  are  es- 
sentially the  role  assignments  in  the  present  pay  compara- 
bility process. 

Another  possibility  could  be  a  process  which  requires 
periodic  reporting  by  the  executive  branch  to  the  Congress 
concerning  (1)  comparison  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  pay  and 
benefit  levels,  (2)  projection  of  the  effect  of  approved  or 
proposed  changes,  and  (3)  suggestions  or  recommendations  for 
revision  in  the  Federal  pay  and  benefit  program  considered 
appropriate  after  consultation  with  employee  representatives. 
Unlike  in  the  piecemeal  approach  to  total  compensation,  using 
the  periodic  reporting  approach  the  Congress  would  have  an 
objective  basis  for  making  decisions  on  the  merits  of  both 
pay  and  benefit  improvements. 

A  third  possibility  could  be  the  establishment  of  an  in- 
dependent board  of  representatives  from  the  Congress,  the 
executive  branch,  employee  organizations,  and  the  public  who 
could  consider  the  results  of  pay  and  benefit  surveys  and 
comparisons  and  determine  pay  and  benefit  levels  deemed  ap- 
propriate to  maintain  total  compensation  comparability  for 
Federal  employees. 

We  believe  primary  consideration  should  be  given  to 
the  first  possibility  noted  since  the  roles  of  the  various 
parties  would  be  similar  to  the  roles  assigned  to  each  party 
under  the  current  pay  comparability  processes. 
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CHAPTER  5 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

There  is  no  policy  to  guide  the  development  of  both  pay 
and  benefits  in  a  coordinated  and  consistent  movement  towards 
a  common  goal.   Federal  benefits  are  established  on  a  piece- 
meal basis  by  law  without  policy  objectives  and  principles 
to  guide  benefit  development  and  improvement. 

In  contrast,  Federal  employee  pay  rates  must  be  compara- 
ble with  their  private  sector  counterpart  rates,  and  proc- 
esses have  been  established  for  annual  review  and  adjustment 
by  administrative  action.   The  adoption  of  an  objective 
standard  and  provision  for  annual  review  and  adjustment  has 
generally  advanced  the  evolution  of  Federal  pay.   By  focus- 
ing only  on  pay  in  the  private  sector,  however,  the  pay  com- 
parability processes  do  not  meet  their  primary  purposes — to 
provide  equity  for  the  Federal  employee  with  his  private 
sector  counterparts,  to  enable  the  Government  to  be  a  fair 
competitor  in  the  labor  market,  and  to  provide  a  logical 
and  factual  standard  for  setting  Federal  pay.   Moreover, 
the  credibility  of  the  pay  comparability  processes  becomes 
suspect  if  Federal  benefits,  and  hence  total  compensation, 
exceed  or  lag  behind  those  in  the  private  sector. 

We  believe  it  is  important  that  a  standard  and  proc- 
ess be  developed  which  include  the  benefit  element  of 
Federal  compensation. 

Benefit  standards  have  been  enacted  for  certain  groups. 
Legislation  establishing  the  Postal  Service  in  1970  pro- 
vides, in  general,  that  the  Postal  Service's  officer  and 
employee  compensation  and  benefits  be  maintained  "on  a 
standard  of  comparability  to  the  compensation  and  benefits 
paid  for  comparable  levels  of  work  in  the  private  sector  of 
the  economy."   (See  39  U.S.C.  1003(a).)   Also,  compensation 
plans  for  foreign  nationals  employed  overseas  by  the  Gov- 
ernment are  required  to  be  based  upon  prevailing  wage  rates 
and  compensation  practices  of  the  locality. 

At  the  time  of  our  review,  CSC  was  conducting  various 
studies  of  Federal  employee  compensation  matters,  includ- 
ing the  total  compensation  comparability  concept,  and  the 
President  had  announced  his  intention  to  appoint  a  top- 
level  review  panel  to  make  appropriate  recommendations. 
Our  review  identified  a  number  of  considerations  which  we 
believe  should  be  given  primary  attention  in  the  develop- 
ment of  a  plan,  including: 
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— Using  the  same  universe  of  non-Federal  employers 
in  botn  pay  and  benefit  determinations. 

— Evaluating  comparative  costs  of  benefit  levels  rather 
than  benefit  expenditures. 

— Adopting  an  adjustment  process  with  a  total  compen- 
sation standard  permitting  integrated  pay  and  bene- 
fit adjustments. 

— Using  somewhat  similar  roles  for  the  Congress,  the 
executive  branch,  and  employee  representatives  as 
now  assigned  in  the  pay  comparability  processes. 

Since  these  matters  directly  affect  employees,  we  be- 
lieve that  employee  representatives  should  participate  in 
development  of  the  plan.   This  participation  would  assure 
that  mutual  interests  are  considered  and  possibly  enable 
a  mutually  acceptable  plan  to  be  presented  to  the  Congress 
for  its  consideration. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We  recommend  that  the  Chairman,  CSC,  in  coordination  with 
the  Director,  OMB: 

— Develop  a  policy  of  total  compensation  comparability 
for  determining  Federal  employees'  pay  and  benefits. 

— Propose  legislation  to  establish  the  objectives, 
standards,  criteria,  and  processes  for  achieving 
total  compensation  comparability. 

In  conducting  its  studies,  CSC  should  assure  that  the 
issues  relating  to  pay  and  benefit  standards,  methods  of 
benefit  comparison,  integration  of  pay  and  benefit  adjust- 
ments, and  the  roles  of  all  interested  parties  are  thoroughly 
researched  and  resolved  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed  policy 
and  process.   Primary  attention  should  be  given  to  consider- 
ing a  policy  and  process  requiring  use  of  the  same  survey 
universe  for  both  pay  and  benefit  determinations;  evaluation 
of  comparative  costs  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  benefit 
levels;  integration  of  pay  and  benefit  adjustments;  and  con- 
tinuation of  similar  roles  for  the  Congress,  the  executive 
branch,  and  employee  representatives  as  now  assigned  in  the 
pay  comparability  processes.   CSC  should  also  evaluate  the 
degree  to  which  employees  understand  their  benefit  program 
provisions  and  take  any  necessary  measures  to  assure  em- 
ployee awareness  of  the  importance  of  benefits  in  the  com- 
pensation package. 
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MATTERS  FOR  CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  CONGRESS 

We  recommend  that  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Con- 
gress hold  hearings  about  the  issues  discussed  in  this  re- 
port for  the  purpose  of  developing  the  legislative  changes 
necessary  to  establish  a  policy  of  total  compensation  com- 
parability for  Federal  employees.   We  believe  such  hearings 
could  be  quite  useful  in  keeping  the  Congress  advised  of 
executive  branch  progress  and  in  assuring  that  recommenda- 
tions are  submitted  in  a  timely  manner. 
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SUMMARY,  CSC  STUDY 

OF  COMPARATIVE  BENEFIT  VALUES 

In  1973  CSC  studied  retirement,  life  insurance,  health 
benefits,  holidays,  and  sick  and  annual  leave  programs  provided 
by  25  non-Federal  employers,  all  of  whom  were  known  to  offer  a 
substantial  benefit  package  to  their  employees.   CSC  wanted  to 
find  out  how  the  Government  compared  with  these  other  employers 
on  the  basis  of  six  benefits,  individually  and  overall.   The 
employers  included  in  the  study  were: 


PRIVATE  EMPLOYERS 

Bank  of  America 

Exxon  Corp. 

General  Electric 

General  Motors  Corp. 

J.  C.  Penney  Company,  Inc. 

United  Airlines 

PUBLIC  EMPLOYERS 
Cities 
Baltimore 
Dallas 
Phoenix 
St.  Louis 


E.  I.  DuPont  de  Nemours  and  Co. 

International  Business  Machine 
Corp. 

Prudential  Insurance  Company  of 
America 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co. 

Traveler's  Insurance  Co. 

United  States  Steel  Corp. 


States 


California 
Georgia 
Maryland 
Michigan 


Mississippi 
Minnesota 
New  York 
Virginia 
Wisconsin 
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Various  features  of  these  employers'  benefit  programs  were 
compared  to  the  Federal  counterpart  and  subjectively  rated  as 
being  comparable,  more  liberal,  or  less  liberal.   A  rating  was 
made  for  each  benefit  and  for  the  total  benefits  package.   The 
results  were: 


Number  of  employers 


Benefit 

More 
than 

liberal 
Federal 

Comparable 
with  Federal 

Less 
than 

liberal 
Federal 

Retirement 

a/1 

14 

10 

Holidays , 
sick  leave, 
vacations 

3 

3 

19 

Health  benefits 

1 

7 

17 

Life  insurance 

5 

3 

17 

Overall  package      a/1  5  19 

a/  After  completion  of  the  CSC  study,  this  employer  adopted 
a  new  retirement  program  with  less  liberal  benefits  for 
future  employees.   This  change  could  alter  the  employer'! 
relative  position  in  later  comparisons. 


The  apparent  conclusion  of  the  CSC  study  was  that,  overall, 
the  value  of  Federal  benefits  was  at  least  comparable  and 
possibly  more  than  comparable  to  benefits  of  employers  used 
in  the  study. 
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APPENDIX  IV 


APPENDIX  IV 
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416 
LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  accordance  with  section  5347(e)  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code,  I  hereby  transmit  to  you  the  1974  Annual  Eeport  of  the  Federal 
Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee. 

Gerald  R.  Ford. 
The  White  House,  September  10, 1975. 

(in) 


417 
LETTERS  OF  SUBMITTAL 


U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Washington,  B.C.,  July  29. 1975. 
The  President  of  the  United  States. 

Sir  :  We  have  the  honor  to  submit  the  second  Annual  Keport  of  the 
Federal  Prevailing  Kate  Advisory  Committee  as  prescribed  by  section 
5347,  title  5.  United  States  Code. 
Respectfully  submitted. 

Robert  E.  Hampton, 
Jayne  B.  Spain, 
L.  J.  Andolsek, 

Commissioners. 

U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee. 

Washington,  B.C.,  July  21, 1975. 
To :  The  Commissioners  of  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  5347  of  title  5,  United 
States  Code,  there  is  attached  for  your  consideration  and  transmittal 
to  the  President  and  the  Congress,  the  second  Annual  Report — 1974 
of  the  Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee. 
For  the  Committee : 

David  T.  Roadley,  Chairman. 
Attachment. 

(V) 


ANNUAL  REPORT 

1974 

FEDERAL  PREVAILING  RATE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 


(418) 


CONTENTS 


Introduction. 

Committee  action  in  1974  : 

A.  Continuing  work  on  the  NAF  wage  system. 

1.  Issues  resolved  by  formal  recommendation. 

2.  Issues  resolved  by  mutual  agreement. 

B.  Reviewing  the  Federal  wage  system. 

1.  Issues  resolved  by  formal  recommendation. 

2.  Issues  resolved  by  mutual  agreement. 

C.  Policies  on  minimum  wage  rates. 

1.  Issues  resolved  by  formal  recommendation. 

2.  Issues  resolved  by  mutual  agreement. 

3.  Other  issues  considered. 
Complying  with  statutory  provisions  : 

A.  Charter  of  the  Committee. 

B.  Organization  of  the  Committee. 

C.  Federal  Register  notice. 

D.  Annual  report  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Appendixes : 

I.  Calendar  of  Committee  meetings  in  1974. 
II.  Principal  issues  discussed  at  Committee  meetings  in  1974. 

(3) 
(419) 


Introduction 

The  Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee,  created  by  Pub- 
lic Law  92-392,  continued  to  carry  out  its  mandate  successfully  in  its 
second  year  of  operation.  This  mandate  was  set  forth  in  the  Law  to 
provide  that  the  Committee  "shall  study  the  prevailing  rate  system 
and  other  matters  pertinent  to  the  establishment  of  prevailing  rates 
*  *  *  and,  from  time  to  time,  advise  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
thereon."  x 

The  composition  of  the  Committee  remained  essentially  the  same  as 
in  1973,  the  only  difference  being  the  replacement,  on  the  manage- 
ment side  of  the  table,  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  representation 
by  representation  from  the  Department  of  the  Army.  Committee  staff 
support  remained  the  same  as  in  the  previous  year.  Rules  and  proce- 
dures were  also  unchanged  in  1974. 

The  Committee  held  a  total  of  35  meetings  in  calendar  year  1974. 
All  of  these  meetings  were  closed  to  the  public  on  the  basis  of  a  deter- 
mination made  by  Civil  Service  Commission  Chairman  Robert  E. 
Hampton  under  section  10(d)  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act  (Public  Law  92-463)  and  5  U.S.C.,  section  552(b)  (2).  This  deci- 
sion was  rendered  in  order  to  provide  the  members  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  advance  proposals  and  counterproposals  in  meaningful  de- 
bate on  issues  related  solely  to  the  Federal  Wage  System  with  the 
view  toward  ultimately  formulating  advisory  policy  recommenda- 
tions for  the  consideration  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  It  was 
determined  that  if  sessions  were  open,  debate  in  a  bilateral  context 
would  be  seriously  inhibited,  thereby  jeopardizing  the  Committee's 
ability  to  function. 

Committee  Action  in  1974 

continuing  work  on  the  naf  wage  system 

In  its  first  year  of  operation,  the  Committee  spent  the  major  portion 
of  its  efforts  in  helping  to  develop  a  Federal  wage  system  for  non- 
appropriated fund  (NAF)  employees,  as  provided  for  in  the  Law. 
The  end  result  was  full  implementation  by  the  Commission's  Bureau 
of  Policies  and  Standards  of  the  Federal  Wage  System  (Nonappro- 
priated Fund  Employees)  (FWS  (NAF)).  This  kind  of  concen- 
trated and  accelerated  activity  was  therefore  not  required  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  NAF  matters  during  1974.  However,  from  time  to  time 
specific  issues  concerning  the  FWS  (NAF)  had  to  come  to  the  Com- 
mittee for  resolution.  Some  of  these  were  resolved  by  mutual  agree- 
ment, while  others  became  formal  recommendations  made  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  by  majority  vote. 

(5) 
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Issues  Resolved  by  Formal  Recommendation 

In  the  course  of  its  1974  deliberations,  the  Committee  made  three 
formal  recommendations  concerning  aspects  of  the  FWS  (NAF), 
which  were  presented  to  the  Commission  for  decision.  One  of  these  in- 
cluded a  minority  report,  submitted  by  management.  All  concerned 
the  definition  of  wage  areas. 

De-fining  wage  areas  in  Metropolitan  Washington,  B.C. 
The  Committee's  very  first  formal  recommendation,  approved  by 
the  Commission  on  February  13,  1973,  established  the  criteria  for  de- 
fining NAF  wage  areas ;  these  criteria  formed  the  basis  of  many  subse- 
quent Committee  actions. 

These  criteria  provide  that  a  wage  area  may  consist  of  two  parts,  a 
survey  area  and  an  area  of  application.  A  survey  area  is  defined  as  a 
geographic  area  of  one  or  more  counties  where  there  is  sufficient  pri- 
vate employment  in  wholesale,  retail,  service,  and  recreational  estab- 
lishments to  provide  adequate  survey  data.  An  area  of  application  con- 
sists of  one  or  more  counties,  including  a  survey  area,  plus  those  coun- 
ties having  NAF  employment,  but  which  do  not  meet  the  requirements 
for  treatment  as  a  survey  area.  The  wage  schedules  established  from 
data  obtained  in  a  survey  area  are  applied  uniformly  to  NAF  wage 
employees  in  the  area  of  application. 

Two  or  more  counties  may  be  combined  to  constitute  a  single  wage 
or  wage  survey  area  through  consideration  of  the  following  factors : 
Proximity  of  largest  activity  in  each  county. 
Transportation  facilities  for  employees. 
Commuting  patterns  of  private  and  NAF  employees. 
Usually,  wage  area  definitions  are  worked  out  at  the  staff  level. 
However,  under  mutually  agreed-upon  procedures,  any  differences 
which  cannot  be  resolved  by  the  labor  and  management  staff  members 
are  referred  to  the  full  Committee  for  consideration  and  action.  Staff 
disagreement  on  how  to  define  the  Washington,  D.C.,  metropolitan  re- 
gion brought  the  matter  before  the  Committee. 

Basically,  the  issue  was  over  the  number  and  size  of  wage  areas  to 
be  defined.  In  the  course  of  debate,  labor  and  management  came  to 
agreement  On  the  disposition  of  several  neighboring  Virginia  and 
Maryland  counties.  This  reduced  the  final  issue  to  the  question  of 
whether  to  define  the  D.C.  metropolitan  area  as  three  separate  wage 
survey  areas,  consisting  of:  (a)  Washington,  D.C;  (b)  Montgomery 
and  Prince  Georges  Counties  in  Maryland;  and  (c)  Alexandria  City, 
Arlington  County,  and  Fairfax  County  in  Virginia ;  or,  to  define  all  of 
the  above  as  forming  a  single  wage  survey  area. 

Management  members  supported  the  establishment  of  the  three 
separate  wage  areas  for  the  D.C.  metropolitan  region.  Their  views 
were  based  on  the  special  provisions  in  the  Law  requiring  that  NAF 
wage  schedules  be  drawn  from  rates  paid  in  private  industry  in  the 
immediate  locality.  Since  each  one  of  the  three  areas  meets  the  criteria 
for  separate  wage  areas,  that  is,  each  has  sufficient  private  employment 
and  sufficient  NAF  employment,  the  management  members  maintained 
that  there  was  no  rationale  for  combining  them  into  a  single  wage 
survey  area. 

They  also  felt  that  the  characteristics  of  NAF  employees  cause  them 
to  seek  employment  in  installations  close  to  where  they  reside,  and 
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that  they  do  not  work  generally  in  NAF  establishments  throughout  the 
metropolitan  area.  Therefore*  management  contended  that  commut- 
ing patterns  support  the  establishment  of  three  separate  areas. 

The  management  members  went  on  to  argue  that  Washington,  D.C, 
presents  a  unique  situation.  The  higher  minimum  wage  rates  in  the 
District  establish  a  distinct  labor  market  for  wholesale,  retail,  service, 
and  recreational  businesses  as  compared  with  the  nearby  Maryland 
counties  and  the  nearby  Virginia  counties. 

Further,  they  contended  that  the  weight  of  the  higher  D.C.  rates,  if 
combined  with  the  rates  of  the  surrounding  counties  would  be  dispro- 
portionate because  D.C.  has  double  the  amount  of  private  industry 
but  only  one-third  the  number  of  NAF  employees.  This,  management 
asserted,  would  be  contrary  to  the  established  criteria  for  paying  NAF 
employees  wages  based  on  a  survey  of  private  industry  rates  in  the 
immediate  locality. 

On  the  other  hand,  labor  strongly  argued  that  Washington,  D.G., 
and  the  surrounding  counties  that  fall  within  the  Washington  Beltway 
should  be  combined  into  a  single  wage  survey  area.  Union  members 
made  reference  to  the  policy  set  forth  in  the  Law  to  the  effect  that 
there  will  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work  in  all  agencies 
within  the  same  local  wage  area,  a  policy  they  contended  would  be 
violated  by  the  management  proposal. 

They  further  argued  that  since  the  individual  agencies  previously 
had  combined  wage  data  on  Washington,  D.C,  rates  with  data  on 
wages  paid  in  the  surrounding  counties  to  establish  NAF  wage  sclied-1 
ules,  what  was  formerly  treated  as  a  unified  wage  area  by  the  agencies 
would  now  be  fragmented  into  several  wage  areas.  This  would  result  in 
different  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  jobs  in  the  same  general  area,  and 
would  defeat  the  intent  of  the  Law,  they  contended. 

After  thoroughly  debating  the  issue,  it  became  clear  that  no  accord 
could  be  reached.  A  vote  was  taken  in  which  the  majority  voted  in 
favor  of  recommending  the  establishment  of  three  NAF  wage  areas  in 
Metropolitan  Washington,  D.C,  as  set  forth  in  the  management  pro- 
posal. The  Commission  approved  the  recommendation. 

A  proposal  to  redefine  a  wage  area 

Union  and  management  staff  specialists  had  reached  agreement  on 
the  definition  of  Clark  County,  Indiana ;  Hardin  County,  Kentucky ; 
and  Jefferson  County,  Kentucky,  as  a  NAF  survey  area.  They  also 
agreed  to  make  Jefferson  County,  Indiana,  an  area"  of  application  to 
this  survey  area.  The  principal  installation  in  this  wage  area  is  Fort 
Knox,  located  in  Hardin  County,  Kentucky. 

A  large  number  of  NAF  wage  employees  are  employed  at  Fort 
Campbell,  Kentucky,  which  is  164  miles  from  Fort  Knox.  Based  on 
information  available  when  the  Clark-Hardin-Jefferson  NAF  wage 
area  was  established,  it  was  thought  that  the  NAF  wage  emplovees 
in  Fort  Campbell  were  located  in  Christian  County,  Kentuckv.  Since. 
both  labor  and  management  staffs  agreed  that  there  was  insufficient 
private  industry  employment  in  Christian  County  upon  which  to 
base  a  NAF  wage  schedule  for  Fort  Campbell,  Christian  County 
was  made  an  area  of  application  to  the  ClarMIardin- Jefferson  area 
The  Civil  Service  Commission  announced  this  decision  on  July  10* 
1973,  and  set  the  survey  to  begin  in  February  1974. 
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However,  it  was  subsequently  learned  that  a  sizable  group  of  the 
Fort  Campbell  NAF  wage  employees  are  actually  located  in  Mont- 
gomery County,  Tennessee.  If  Christian  and  Montgomery  Counties 
were  combined,  there  would  be  a  strong  likelihood  that  adequate  pri- 
vate industry  data  for  the  construction  of  a  NAF  wage  schedule  could 
be  obtained.'  If  these  two  rather  rural  counties  were  combined  to  form 
a  survev  area,  wage  rates  based  on  a  local  survey  would  probably  be 
lower  than  NAF  wage  rates  established  for  Fort  Knox,  Kentucky, 
which  are  influenced  by  private  establishment  rates  in  Louisville, 

Kentuckv.  -   -       _       .  .  , , 

Management  representatives  maintained  that  because  ot  the  provi- 
sion in  the  Law  to  pay  NAF  employees  rates  based  on  those  prevailing 
in  the  immediate  locality,  the  area  of  application  concept  should  be 
used  only  where  the  immediate  locality  does  not  provide  adequate 
wage  data.  Since  an  error  had  been  made  with  regard  to  the  actual 
location  of  certain  Fort  Campbell  NAF  employees,  management  con- 
tended that  the  time  to  correct  the  error  was  before  the  wage  survey 
is  made  and  improper  wage  rates  applied.  The  management  proposal 
for  correcting  the  situation  was  to  define  Christian  and  Montgomery 
Counties  as  comprising  a  separate  survey  area. 

This  was  strongly  opposed  by  labor.  Union  representatives  pointed 
out  that  these  employees  had  been  informed  many  months  previously, 
by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  decision,  that  the}r  were  to  be  paid 
Fort  Knox  NAF  wage  rates,  and  they  strongly  argued  that  the  em- 
ployees have  every  right  to  expect  management  to  carry  out  the 
decision. 

There  are  many  other  large  military  installations  that  cover  several 
counties,  the  union  representatives  stated,  and  contended  that  the  man- 
agement proposal  opens  the  door  to  seek  redefinition  of  other  agreed- 
upon  wage  areas.  They  argued  that  the  only  reasonable  action  is  to 
complete  the  full  2-year  survey  cycle  and  then  consider  needed  wage 
area  revisions  throughout  the  system.  They  believed  that  it  would  be 
unfair  to  the  NAF  employees  at  Fort  Campbell  to  single  them  out 
now  for  a  change. 

As  the  debate  proceeded,  management  representatives  urged  con- 
ducting a  survey  of  the  proposed  Christian-Montgomery  area  concur- 
rently with  the  scheduled  survey  in  the  Clark-Hardin- Jefferson  area. 
If  the  data  still  proved  inadequate,  the  management  members  offered 
to  stay  with  the  status  quo,  that  is,  retaining  Christian  County  as  an 
area  of  application.  Labor  found  this  suggestion  unacceptable,  assert- 
ing that  this  constituted  a  change  in  the  rules,  and  that  existing  NAF 
wage  area  definitions  should  remain  as  they  are  for  a  full  2  years. 

Since  no  agreement  was  possible,  the  Committee  recommended  by 
majority  vcte  that  Christian  County  be  an  area  of  application  of  the 
Clark-Hardin- Jefferson  wage  area. 

The  management  members  submitted  a  minority  report  detailing 
their  objections  to  the  majority  recommendation.  The  report  reiterated 
the  management  position  that  the  Committee  recommendation  violates 
the  provision  in  the  Law  limiting  NAF  wage  areas  to  the  immediate 
locality.  It  also  cited  specific  examples  of  NAF  wage  areas  which  were 
redefined,  in  the  light  of  updated  NAF  employment  data,  before  the 
start  of  the  first  survey*  According  to  the  report,  these  show  that  the 
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Civil  Service  Commission  has  established  precedents  for  redefining 
wage  areas,  and  the  management  view  that  errors  should  be  corrected 
before  the  survey  was  again  expressed.  The  report  further  asserted 
that  the  management  proposal  fully  met  both  the  requirements  of  the 
Law  and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  regulations. 

The  Commission  subsequently  adopted  the  majority  recommenda- 
tion. 

Redefinition  of  two  ivage  areas 

Two  additional  NAF  wage  area  definitions  came  into  contention  at 
the  staff  level  in  1974.  Since  no  agreement  as  to  how  to  redefine  them 
could  be  reached  by  the  staff  members,  the  matter  was  brought  before 
the  Committee  for  resolution. 

The  information  that  was  available  at  the  time  the  Jackson,  Mis- 
souri, NAF  wage  area  was  originally  defined  indicated  that  Richard 
Gebaur  Air  Force  Base  was  located  in  Jackson  County,  Missouri.  More 
recent  information  showed  that  the  Base  is  actually  located  in  Cass 
and  Jackson  Counties,  Missouri,  and  that  headquarters  is  located  in 
Cass  County.  All  of  the  NAF  wage  employees  working  at  Richards 
Gebaur  are  working  in  Cass  County. 

When  the  Douglas,  Nebraska,  NAF  wage  area  was  originally  de- 
fined, the  information  showed  Offutt  Air  Force  Base  was  located  in 
Douglas  County.  However,  it  was  subsequently  learned  that  the  Base 
is  located  in  Sarpy  County. 

In  the  case  of  Jackson,  Missouri,  there  were  not  enough  NAF  em- 
ployees in  Jackson  County  for  it  to  qualify  as  a  survey  area.  Cass 
County  met  the  minimum  private  industry  and  NAF  employment 
requirements  to  qualify  as  a  survey  area.  However,  the  private  indus- 
try was  marginal  and  it  was  not  felt  that  an  adequate  survey  could 
be  conducted.  Management  members  proposed  to  solve  the  problem  by 
combining  Jackson  and  Cass  Counties  into  a  single  wage  survey  area. 

Very  much  the  same  situation  obtained  in  the  Douglas,  Nebraska, 
case.  Douglas  County  did  not  have  enough  NAF  wage  employees  to 
qualify.  Sarpy  County  qualified  according  to  the  minimum  criteria, 
but  here  also  private  industry  employment  was  so  marginal  that  it 
did  not  seem  likely  to  produce  adequate  survey  data.  As  in  the  first 
situation,  management  members  proposed  combining  counties,  Doug- 
las and  Sarpy,  to  form  one  wage  survey  area. 

Management's  position  was  that  when  an  area  only  marginally  meets 
the  criteria,  and  when  the  addition  of  a  contiguous  county  would 
virtually  assure  adequacy,  then  this  combining  procedure  should  be 
followed.  Other  established  wage  areas  were  cited  as  precedents  by 
management  members,  who  contended  that  their  proposal  would  pro- 
vide the  most  adequate  locality  rates. 

Union  members  strongly  disagreed  with  this  view,  asserting  that  it 
would  be  a  departure  from  the  rules.  They  maintained  that  inadequate 
areas  should  be  made  areas  of  application  to  the  nearest  adequate  area. 
They  also  argued  that  the  examples  brought  up  by  management  had 
been  mutually  agreed  upon  with  the  understanding  that  they  would 
not  serve  as  precedents.  Past  practice  supported  the  labor  view,  they 
contended. 

As  debate  continued,  management  members  emphasized,  the  flexi- 
bility of  the  criteria,  and  that  both  the  management  and  the  labor  pro- 
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posals  are  permissible  under  the  rules.  However,  it  was  management's 
view  that  the  labor  approach  was  less  desirable,  because  it  would  mean 
the  importing  of  distant  rates,  whereas  the  management  proposal  ad- 
hered much  more  closely  to  the  immediate  locality  principle.  Union 
members  could  not  agree  to  what  they  viewed  as  a  unilateral  change 
inkheru.Jes, 

There  being  no  agreement,  the  Committee  moved  to  a  vote.  A 
majority  voted  to  recommend  that  the  Commission  approve  the  com- 
bining of  Jackson  and  Cass  Counties,  Missouri,  into  one  wage  survey 
area,  and  the  combining  of  Douglas  and  Sarpy  Counties,  Nebraska, 
into  another  single  wage  survey  area. 

The  recommendation  was  approved  by  the  Commission. 

Issues  Resolved  by  Mutual  Agreement 

Two  matters  concerning  the  FWS  (NAF)  were  resolved  by  mutual 
agreement  in  1974.  One  item  was  a  wage  area  definition,  and  the  other 
involved  pay-setting  practices  for  U.S.  citizen  NAF  wage  employees 
in  Guam. 

Wage  area  definition 
The  Committee  studied  a  proposal  for  defining  the  St.  Louis,  Mis- 
souri, NAF  wage  area.  After  careful  review  the  members  agreed  that 
St.  Louis  City  was  clearly  inadequate  to  be  a  survey  area.  Instead,  the 
Committee  recommended  that  adjacent  St.  Clair  County,  Illinois, 
be  identified  as  the  survey  area.  The  Commission  approved  the 
recommendation. 

Pay-setting  practices  in  Guam 
Union  members  expressed  concern  over  the  possibility  in  a  survey  of 
picking  up  rates  below  the  Guamanian  minimum  wage,  which  is 
higher  than  the  Federal  minimum  wage.  They  felt  that  this  was  an 
issue  of  far  larger  significance  than  Guam,  and  that  it  raised  other 
basic  questions  concerning  minimum  wage  rates.  The  debates  and  rec- 
ommendations on  these  matters  are  dealt  with  elsewhere  in  this  report. 
However,  after  labor  was  assured  that  in  Guam,  the  local  minimum 
wage  rate  applies  to  all  industries  and  employees,  it  was  agreed  to  de- 
fine Guam  as  a  NAF  wage  survey  area  and  that  a  full-scale  survey  be 
scheduled  for  September  1974.  The  Commission  approved  the 
agreement. 

REVIEWING   THE   FEDERAL   WAGE   SYSTEM 

Issues  Resolved  by  Formal  Recommendation 

During  the  period  covered  by  this  report,  three  issues  concerning  the 
FWS  had  to  be  brought  to  a  vote.  Two  of  the  resulting  formal  recom- 
mendations included  a  minority  report,  each  submitted  by  labor.  One 
of  these  issues  related  to  the  disposition  of  certain  special  schedules, 
while  the  other  two  concerned  environmental  pay. 

Motion  picture  special  schedules  and  their  application 
There  are  currently  in  existence  many  special  schedules  which  con- 
tinue to  be  adjusted  'administratively  under  policies  and  practices  of 
the  establishing  agency,  As  an  interim  measure  these  pay  practices  are 
continued  under  the  Federal  Wage  System  (FWS)  until  each  special 
schedule  has  been  submitted  to  the  Committee,  reviewed,  and  a  deci- 

10 


426 


sion  made  on  the  Committee  recommendation.  Special  schedules  may 
be  paid  only  in  exceptional  circumstances,  as  described  in  FPM  Sup- 
plement 532-1,  subchapter  S4^-3b.  The  general  policy  stated  therein  is 
that  special  schedules  may  be  established  when  prevailing  rates  for 
specialized  types  of  jobs  in  individual  wage  areas  are  so  far  above 
the  maximum  rates  of  regular  wage  schedules  that  agencies  are  seri- 
ously handicapped  in  recruiting  and  retaining  qualified  employees 
at  the  regular  rates. 

The  information  which  was  presented  to  the  Committee  concerning 
motion  picture  production  schedules  showed  that  there  were  at  that 
time  two  discrete  pay  systems  for  these  jobs.  One,  utilized  by  Navy  in 
the  Washington,  D.C.,  area,  adopts  pay  rates  for  printing  and  litho- 
graphic jobs  in  the  area.  The  other  was  developed  by  Air  Force  for  the 
west  coast  area,  and  was  based  on  contract  rates  in  the  motion  picture 
industry.  However,  most  of  the  job  duties  and  tasks  in  the  west  coast 
schedule  were  grouped  different^  than  in  the  motion  picture  industry : 
tasks  from  several  separate  industry  classifications  were  found  in  a 
single  Air  Force  job.  The  special  schedule  was  developed  by  determin- 
ing the  percentage  of  time  spent  on  each  task,  prorating  the  industry 
contract  rate  for  each  task,  and  then  determining  the  weighted  aver- 
age rate  for  the  job  as  a  whole. 

Management  advocated  grading  the  motion  picture  jobs  in  the 
Washington,  D.C.  area  by  Civil  Service  Commission  job  grading 
standards  and  converting  the  jobs  to  the  regular  schedule.  They  based 
their  view  on  the  fact  that  the  rates  of  the  regular  wage  schedule  en- 
compassed or  were  better  than  the  industry  rates,  thereby  removing  the 
justification  for  a  special  schedule.  This  was  not  the  case  in  the  west 
coast,  however,  where  the  motion  picture  industry  rates  were  well 
above  the  rates  of  the  regular  wage  schedule.  Management  therefore 
proposed  retaining  the  existing  special  schedule  plan. 

Opposing  both  of  these  proposals,  union  representatives  originally 
felt  that  if  the  Washington,  D.C,  motion  picture  employees  were  con- 
verted to  the  regular  schedule,  then  a  majority  of  them  would  have 
to  go  on  pay  retention.  This  was  unacceptable  to  labor.  With  regard 
to  the  west  coast  situation,  the  union  representatives  contended  that 
the  Air  Force  practice  was  inconsistent  with  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission's evaluation  policy  for  mixed  jobs,  whereby  a  mixed  job  is  to 
be  evaluated  to  the  grade  level  of  the  highest  level  duty.  In  general, 
they  strongly  felt  that  the  two  groups  of  motion  picture  employees 
should  not  be  treated  differently.  They  advocated  a  single  special 
schedule  that  would  treat  all  motion  picture  production  employees  in 
the  same  way,  and  that  would  also  apply  automatically  to  any  new 
units  that  might  be  created. 

Subsequently,  management  clarified  the  impact  of  its  proposal  for 
the  Washington,  D.C,  area,  by  stating  that  if  the  employees  were 
converted  at  the  time  of  the  next  schedule  adjustment,  only  two  would 
require  pay  savings  protection.  In  view  of  this,  labor  withdrew  its 
objections  to  converting  these  employees  to  the  regular  schedule. 

The  issue  of  constructing  special  schedules  by  prorating  industry 
contract  rates  on  a  time-percentage  basis  continued  to  divide  the 
parties.  Labor  insisted  that  it  could  not  agree  to  paying  less  than  the 
rate  for  the  highest  skill  level,  and  held  to  the  view  that  the  averaging 
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method  was  wrong.  Management  reiterated  its  view  that  the  prorat- 
ing method  was  consistent  in  principle  with  the  practices  in  the  motion 
picture  industry.  The  management  members  also  argued  against  any 
nationwide  schedule,  maintaining  that  the  whole  premise  for  establish- 
ing schedules  is  based  on  local  situations.  Further,  they  content  I'm  I 
that  for  these  employees,  the  highest  rates  of  pay  do  not  necessarily 
relate  to  the  highest  skills  required.  Since  no  further  agreement  could 
he  reached,  the  Committee  recommended  by  majority  vote  to  adopt 
the  current  Air  Force  special  schedule  plan  for  the  west  coast  motion 
picture  production  employees. 

The  union  members  submitted  a  minority  report,  in  which  they  re- 
iterated their  objection  to  the  prorating  concept.  They  strongly  felt 
that  it  would  violate  a  basic  principle  of  the  FWS.  which  is.  in  the 
case  of  a  mixed  job.  to  pay  according  to  the  highest  skill  level.  Also, 
they  argued  that  this  would  mean  that  the  west  coast  employees 
would  be  treated  differently  from  those  in  Washington,  D.C.,  since 
any  employees  in  the  latter  group  with  mixed  duties  would  be  paid 
according  to  the  highest  skill. 

The  Committee's  majority  recommendation  was  approved  by  the 
Commission. 

Establishing  a  new  environmental  differential :  Asbestos 

The  Law  provides  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  may  establish 
environmental  differentials  for  Federal  wage  employees  whose  duties 
involve  exposure  to  either  unusually  severe  working  conditions,  or  un- 
usually severe  hazards,  or  both. 

Some  time  ago,  a  proposal  to  establish  a  differential  for  exposure 
to  fiberglass  resulted  in  a  recommendation  from  an  agency  to  include 
asbestos  in  the  proposal.  The  whole  package  was  submitted  to  the  pred- 
ecessor National  Wage  Policy  Committee,  but  action  was  not  com- 
pleted by  the  time  of  the  passage  of  Public  Law  92-392.  When  the 
matter  was  brought  before  the  present  Committee,  the  members  agreed 
to  consider  asbestos  separately  from  fiberglass. 

Four  expert  witnesses,  invited  by  the  labor  members,  provided  ex- 
tensive technical  information  on  the  consequence  of  exposure  to  air- 
borne asbestos  fibers.  The  testimony,  and  the  discussion  which  fol- 
lowed, led  the  labor  and  the  management  members  to  agree  that  such 
exposure  would  meet  the  criteria  for  payment  of  an  environmental 
differential  for  duty  involving  an  unusually  severe  hazard.  Both  sides 
also  were  in  agreement  that  a  differential  payment  of  8  percent  was 
warranted  for  all  hours  in  a  pay  status  on  each  day  of  exposure.  The 
parties  did  not  agree,  however,  on  whether  the  differential  should  be 
paid  for  as  an  additional  example  of  a  substance  under  the  category 
for  poisons  (toxic  chemicals)  high  degree,  or  as  a  separate  category 
covering  only  asbestos. 

Labor  took  the  position  that  asbestos  exposure  should  be  placed 
under  the  high  degree  poison  category,  because  this  category  has  been 
in  effect  since  November  1,  1970.  The  union  representatives  felt  that 
it  would  be  unfair  to  establish  a  new  category  for  asbestos  with  a 
prospective  effective  date  and  thus  deny  employees  the  retroactive  pay. 
To  support  their  argument,  they  cited  two  Navy  shipyards  in  which 
local  agreements  had  been  negotiated  to  recognize  asbestos  as  a  poison, 
but  payments  had  been  discontinued  by  order  from  Navy  headquarters. 
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In  opposition  to  this  view,  the  management  representatives  pointed 
out  that  the  high  degree  poison  category  was  established  to  cover 
chemical  warfare  agents.  They  further  cited  the  accepted  definition 
of  a  poison  as  a  substance  which  acts  chemically  on  bodily  tissues. 
Thus,  they  contended  that  while  asbestos  is  a  hazardous  material,  it 
is  not  a  poison  and  does  not  belong  under  that  category.  In  addition, 
they  maintained  that  the  Navy  decision  to  stop  payment  for  asbestos 
was  correct,  because  it  was  pending  before  the  Committee  and  the  Com- 
mission had  not  authorized  such  a  category. 

After  considerable  further  discussion,  it  became  apparent  that  the 
issue  was  at  impasse.  A  vote  was  taken,  and  the  majority  of  the  Com- 
mittee recommended  that  asbestos  exposure  be  made  a  separate  cate- 
gory, to  be  applied  prospectively. 

A  labor  minority  report  urged  the  rejection  of  the  majority  recom- 
mendation and  the  approval  of  the  labor  approach.  After  detailing 
the  history  of  the  experience  at  the  shipyards,  the  report  strongly 
contended  that  the  locally  negotiated  agreements  were  proper.  Accord- 
ing to  labor,  the  basis  of  the  Navy  decision  to  stop  payment  for  asbestos 
was  improper  because  the  subject  never  was  officially  an  item  for 
consideration  before  the  predecessor  Committee.  The  report  also 
charged  that  a  negative  arbitration  decision  on  the  matter  was  unduly 
affected  by  the  management  assertion  that  asbestos  was  pending  before 
the  National  Wage  Policy  Committee.  Further,  the  report  argued 
that  the  policy  of  local  negotiations  to  determine  coverage  of  addi- 
tional local  situations  under  appropriate  categories  2  had  been  vitiated 
by  these  management  actions.  The  report  reiterated  the  labor  argu- 
ments supporting  its  case  that  asbestos  should  be  an  example  under 
high  degree  poisons,  emphasizing  the  contention  that  employees  are 
rightfully  entitled  to  retroactivity. 

After  careful  consideration,  the  Commission  approved  the  maioritv 
recommend  ati  on 

A  differential  for  exposure  to  fibrous  glass  material 
When  the  Committee  proceeded  to  the  fiberglass  question,  labor  in- 
vited three  expert  witnesses  who  testified  about  the  consequences  of 
exposure  to  fibrous  glass  material.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion,  it  be- 
came apparent  that  both  management  and  labor  representatives  could 
agree  that  such  exposure  would  meet  the  criteria  for  payment  of  an 
environmental  differential  for  duty  involving  an  unusually  severe 
working  condition.  Both  sides  were  also  in  agreement  that  the  differen- 
tial should  be  paid  for  the  actual  hours  of  exposure.  The  two  sides 
could  not  agree,  however,  on  the  amount  of  the  differential. 

The  union  representatives  were  of  the  opinion  that  a  differential  rate 
of  6  percent  was  warranted.  While  current  medical  evidence  indicates 
that  fiberglass  and  related  materials  are  irritants,  rather  than  hazards, 
the  union  representatives  expressed  concern  that  in  the  long  run,  they 
may  turn  out  to  be  as  harmful  as  asbestos.  For  the  present,  the  union 
representatives*  concerns  were  that  the  protective  equipment  was  only 
partially  effective.  They  also  contended  that  working  with  fibrous  glass 
material  was  worse  than  dirty  work,  which  is  paid  at  a  rate  of  4  per- 
cent. Fibrous  glass  material  involves  exposure  not  only  to  soil  but  also 

2FPM  Supplement  532-1,  subch.  S8-7,  sec.  g(3). 
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to  an  irritant,  and  for  this  reason  they  advocated  a  differential  rate  of 
6  percent. 

On  the  oilier  side  of  the  table,  the  management  representatives  were 
of  the  opinion  that  a  differential  rate  of  4  percent  was  appropriate. 
They  contended  that  the  irritation  caused  by  fibrous  glass  material 
was  no  worse  than  the  soil  resulting-  from  dirty  work,  and  therefore 
should  be  paid  at  the  same  rate.  The  management  representatives  also 
expressed  their  alarm  about  the  bad  precedent  that  would  be  set  by 
deviating  from  the  current  pattern  of  4  and  8  percent  for  high  and 
low  degree  types  of  differentials,  and  by  what  they  viewed  as  a  pyra- 
miding of  conditions  on  the  part  of  the  union  representatives. 

The  matter  was  thoroughly  discussed,  but  no  agreement  was  pos- 
sible. Consequently,  the  Committee  recommended  by  majority  vote 
the  addition  of  an  environmental  differential  category  for  fibrous  glass 
material,  to  be  paid  at  a  rate  of  6  percent.  The  recommendation  was 
approved  by  the  Commission. 

Issues  Resolved  by  Mutual  Agreement 

Missile  propulsion  tests 

A  proposal  for  a  new  environmental  differential  category  for  missile 
propulsion  tests  had  been  submitted  to  the  predecessor  Committee,  but 
was  not  considered  at  that  time.  When  it  was  brought  before  the  pres- 
ent Committee,  it  was  debated  at  great  length,  and  eventually  several 
agreements  resulted. 

The  first  agreement  to  be  reached  was  on  the  wording  of  the  pro- 
posed new  category  for  participating  in  missile  liquid  propulsion  or 
solid  propulsion  tests.  The  members  also  agreed  at  that  time  that  pay- 
ment should  be  on  the  basis  of  hours  in  pay  status. 

Since  the  subject  of  explosives  had  come  up  throughout  the  missile 
propulsion  discussions,  the  members  were  able  to  agree  on  the  wording 
of  two  proposed  new  examples  to  be  added  under  existing  categories. 
It  was  agreed  to  add  handling  or  engaging  in  destruction  operations 
on  an  armed  (or  potentially  armed)  warhead,  as  an  example  under 
the  category  for  explosives  and  incendiary  material,  high  degree  haz- 
ard. The  members  also  agreed  on  the  need  for  and  the  wording  of  an 
example  dealing  with  propulsion  systems  that  are  part  of  aerospace 
vehicle  egress  and  jettison  systems. 

Finally,  the  Committee  reached  agreement  on  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  differentials.  The  separate  missile  propulsion  category 
was  recommended  to  be  paid  at  a  rate  of  8  percent.  The  new  example 
proposed  to  be  added  to  the  high  degree  hazard  category  of  explosives 
would  also  be  paid  at  8  percent.  It  was  also  recommended  that  the 
other  example  concerning  aircraft  ejection  systems  be  placed  under 
the  category  for  explosives,  low  degree  hazard,  which  carries  a  4  per- 
cent rate.  All  of  these  items  are  payable  for  all  hours  in  pay  status. 
The  Commission  subsequently  approved  the  category  and  examples  as 
recommended. 

Termination  of  ecavomic  controls :  The  effect  on  Federal  wages 

In  the  Committee^  First  Annual  Eeport,  the  effect  of  the  Economic 

Stabilization  Program  on  Federal  wages  was  discussed.  Also  included 

was  a  brief  reference  to  the  fact  that  subsequent  to  the  close  of  the 
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period  of  that  Report,  controls  were  lifted,  and  Federal  wages  were 
established  at  full  parity  with  local  prevailing  rates. 

However,  the  Committee  had  before  it  several  alternative  ways  of 
returning  wage  schedules  to  the  prevailing  rate  line,  and  the  members 
devoted  considerable  time  and  attention  over  several  meetings  to  these 
possibilities.  Out  of  this  thorough  examination  came  an  agreement  on 
a  resolution  ."that  each  Federal  wage  schedule  shall  be  adjusted  to  its 
prevailing  rate  line  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  following 
the  termination  of  wage  controls  based  on  the  Economic  Stabilization 
Act  (Public  Law  91-379,  as  amended) ,  as  applied  to  the  Federal  Wage 
System  schedules."  The  Commission  approved  the  resolution,  and  in- 
structions were  furnished  to  lead  agencies  to  implement  this  policy. 

Wage  employees  overseas 

The  basis  for  establishing  rates  of  pay  for  U.S.  citizen  wage  employ- 
ees overseas  has  been  a  special  schedule  derived  from  the  23  U.S.  wage 
areas  considered  to  be  the  major  recruitment  sources  for  overseas  posi- 
tions. When  this  special  schedule  was  reviewed  by  the  Committee  an 
accord  was  reached  after  considerable  discussion. 

This  accord  was  basically  to  retain  the  23-area  schedule,  but  with  a 
few  alterations.  It  was  agreed  to  switch  from  the  use  of  certain  key 
grades  as  peg  points  to  grade-by-grade  averaging  for  the  determina- 
tion of  rates.  The  effective  date  of  the  new  schedule  would  be  advanced 
from  July  1  to  January  1,  since  that  is  more  in  accord  with  the  survey 
schedules  of  a  majority  of  the  23  areas.  Further,  the  agreement  in- 
cluded dropping  the  geodetic  survey  team  schedule  because  it  is  re- 
dundant, and  it  was  also  understood  that  no  action  would  be  taken  at 
that  time  on  the  special  printing  and  lithographic  schedule  for  over- 
seas areas  except  to  advance  the  effective  date.  The  Commission  ap- 
proved the  agreement. 

Pay  practices  for  wage  employees  in  Guam 
After  thorough  debate,  the  Committee  came  to  mutual  agreement  on 
pay  practices  for  Federal  wage  employees  in  Guam.  The  agreement 
was  to  establish  a  special  schedule  based  on  the  23-area  schedule  used 
for  setting  the  pay  of  U.S.  employees  in  foreign  areas.  All  covered  wage 
employees  in  Guam  will  be  paid  from  the  same  wage  schedule.  How- 
ever, those  employees  recruited  outside  of  Guam  who  meet  the  same 
provisions  as  those  specified  for  General  Schedule  (GS)  employees3 
will  receive  the  same  differential  as  GS  employees  as  a  part  of  base  pay 
for  recruitment  and  retention  purposes.  These  recommended  pay  prac- 
tices were  approved  by  the  Commission. 

National  Guard  technicians  in  Puerto  Rico 
The  Committee's  discussion  of  conditions  affecting  pay  practices  for 
National  Guard  technicians  in  Puerto  Rico  revealed  a  number  of  im- 
portant questions  that  need  answering  before  a  final  decision  can  be 
made.  Consequently,  the  members  were  in  accord  to  invest  the  techni- 
cal staff  of  the  Department  of:  Defense  Wage  Fixing  Authoritv  with 
the  responsibility  for  developing  a  presurvey  study  outline  for  Puerto 
Rico,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  agencies  and  labor  unions. 

3  FPM  Supplement  990-1,  sec.  591.204. 
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In  the  meantime,  it  was  agreed  that  the  existing  special  schedule  for 
technicians  engaged  in  aircraft  communications  and  electronics,  and 
munitions  maintenance  operations  would  be  continued.  The  Commis- 
sion approved  this  approach. 

Special  schedules  for  Midway  and  Samoa 
Since  the  special  schedules  for  employees  in  American  Samoa  and 
Midway  follow  the  same  pattern  as  that  already  agreed  to  for  Guam, 
an  accord  was  reached  to  continue  the  current  practice  for  these  two 
areas.  The  Commission  approved  the  continuation  of  these  special 
schedules. 

POLICIES  ON  MINIMUM  WAGE  RATES 

Issues  Resolved  oy  Formal  Recommendation 

A  number  of  policy  questions  arose  in  the  Committee's  meetings  in 
1974  concerning  the  ways  in  which  minimum  wage  rates.  Federal  and 
local,  relate  to  Federal  wage  schedules.  As  a  part  of  these  general  de- 
bates, an  issue  concerning  wage  data  from  firms  having  discriminatory 
rate-setting  practices  was  also  dealt  with.  The  Committee  made  two 
formal  recommendations  and  one  report  resulting  from  a  majority 
vote  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  these  issues.  Two  of  these 
three  items  were  accompanied  by  minority  reports. 

Extending  the  policy  on  discriminatory  icage  rates 

There  had  been  FPM  instructions  concerning  data  used  in  fixing 
rates  for  both  FAYS  and  FWS  (XAF)  schedules  which  provided  for 
exclusion  of  discriminatory  rates.  These  instructions  were  very  spe- 
cific as  to  which  rates  were  to  be  excluded :  The  exclusion  covered  rates 
which  were  apparently  set  in  consideration  of  religious  or  political 
affiliations,  marital  status,  race,  color,  national  origin,  age  or  sex,  or 
of  a  physical  handicap  if  the  job  duties  could  be  per  formed  efficiently 
by  a  person  with  that  handicap.  The  instructions  did  not  require  the 
exclusion  of  other,  nondiscriminatory,  rates  paid  by  the  same  firm. 

On  the  union  side,  it  was  felt  that  wherever  discriminatory  rates 
are  found,  it  has  to  be  assumed  that  the  entire  firm  is  not  a  quality 
firm,  and  therefore,  all  wage  data  from  that  firm  must  be  excluded. 
The  union  spokesmen  contended  that  previous  practice,  in  cases  where 
discriminatory  rates  were  found,  had  been  to  exclude  all  wage  data 
from  the  entire  firm.  They  asserted  that  the  FPM  supplements^should 
be  revised  to  provide  for  this  clarification. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  table,  management  viewed  the  existing  in- 
structions as  being  clear  and  appropriate.  The  instructions  had  a 
flexibility  which  the  management  representatives  wished  to  retain,  in 
that  the  burden  of  decision  in  the  identification  of  discriminatory  rates 
was  on  the  local  wage  survey  committee  and  on  the  agency  wage 
committee.  It  was  the  responsibility  of  these  two  bodies  to  recommend 
to  the  lead  agency  the  extent  to  which  any  or  all  wage  rates  should 
be  excluded. 

After  further  discussion,  it  became  apparent  that  the  issue  could 
not  be  resolved  by  mutual  agreement.  Consequents,  the  Committee 
voted  to  recommend  adding  to  the  two  FPM  Supplements  4  wording 

'FPM  Supplement  532-1,   S5-10a(l)(d)    and  FPM  Supplement  532-2,   S5-10a(l)(d) 
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that  provides  for  the  exclusion  of  all  data  from  a  firm  if  it  is  found 
that  the  firm  has  discriminatory  hiring  or  other  discriminatory  rate- 
setting  practices. 

The  recommended  provision  was  approved  by  the  Commission. 
Multiple  State  or  local  minimum  wage  rates 

Since  Federal  wage  rates  are  established  in  consideration  of  the 
Federal  minimum  wage  rate,  or  of  state  or  municipal  minimum  rates 
when  they  are  higher,  the  question  was  raised  about  the  proper  policy 
to  be  followed  in  cases  where  there  are  several  different  state  or  local 
minimum  rates.  The  policy  that  was  in  existence  at  that  time  was 
basically  discretionary.  Labor  felt  that  it  was  much  too  flexible,  and 
that  the  instructions  should  be  changed  to  provide  for  the  use  of  the 
highest  state  or  local  minimum  rate  in  all  cases. 

At  first,  management  advocated  the  use  of  the  lowest  minimum  rate 
as  a  floor,  but  after  study,  came  to  the  view  that  use  of  either  the  high- 
est or  the  lowest  would  be  too  inflexible.  Consequently,  the  manage- 
ment representatives  presented  an  alternative  proposal.  In  this  con- 
cept, the  dominant  Federal  activity  in  an  area  would  be  determined, 
and  the  state  or  local  minimum  wage  rate  for  that  type  of  activity 
Avould  be  applied  to  the  entire  area  wage  schedule.  In  actual  fact,  the 
Washington,  D.C.  area  was  the  only  area  at  the  time  with  multiple 
minimum  rates  higher  than  the  Federal  minimum,  and  these  were 
mainly  for  NAF-type  occupations.  The  management  members  felt 
that  if  this  type  of  situation  should  arise  in  other  areas,  each  case 
should  be  examined  and  decided  on  its  own  merits. 

Labor  strongly  objected  to  the  use  of  any  but  the  highest  applicable 
minimum  rate.  The  alternate  concept  presented  by  management  was 
unacceptable  to  the  union  representatives,  because  they  contended  that 
it  would  lead  to  inequities  for  those  employees  not  working  in  the 
dominant  Federal  activity.  They  insisted  that  equal  pay  for  equal  work 
had  always  been  the  principle,  and  that  employees  in  the  same  grade 
had  always  had  the  same  minimum  rate  applied  regardless  of  occupa- 
tion. They  also  opposed  the  case-by-case  approach  favored  by  manage- 
ment, contending  that  this  was  a  general  policy  matter  which  would 
set  a  precedent.  They  felt  that  the  policy  should  be  to  apply  the  highest 
minimum  to  all  equally  in  all  cases. 

As  the  discussion  proceeded,  the  management  representatives  held  to 
their  view  that  their  proposal  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
employees,  while  labor  continued  to  argue  that  use  of  the  highest  rate 
would  be  fair.  Since  neither  side  could  come  to  an  agreement,  a  vote 
was  taken.  The  majority  of  the  Committee  recommended  adding  to 
FPM  Supplements  532-i  and  532-2,  S5-llg  (2) ,  wording  reflecting  the 
management  concept. 

In  their  minority  report,  the  union  spokesmen  expressed  their  con- 
cern over  the  specific  problem  of  the  Washington,  D.C,  .wage  area. 
However,  they  emphasized  their  continuing  concern  over  the  long 
term  application  of  the  management  concept.  Reiterating  the  principle 
of  equal  pay  for  equal  work,  the  union  representatives  asserted  that  the 
rule  has  always  been  that  all  employees  in  the  same  grade  and  paid 
from  the  same  schedule,  other  things  being  equal,  receive  the  same 
benefits.  Under  the  management  proposal,  they  contended,  those  em- 
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ployees  not  in  the  dominant  occupation  would  be  denied  the  minimum 
wage  to  which  they  would  otherwise  be  entitled. 

The  Commission  subsequently  approved  the  majority  recommenda- 
tion. 

Survey  data  below  State  or  local  minimum  rates 
Under  current  instructions,  no  wage  schedules  are  established  for 
Federal  wage  employees  that  have  rates  below  the  Federal  minimum 
rate.  Private  industry  wage  data  below  the  Federal  minimum  are  ex- 
cluded. These  instructions  also  provide  that  in  areas  where  the  state  or 
local  minimum  rates  are  higher  than  the  Federal  minimum,  private 
industry  wage  rates  at  or  above  the  Federal  minimum  will  be  collected 
and  used  in  the  computation  of  the  prevailing  rate  payline.  If  any  rate 
thus  produced  is  below  the  appropriate  state  or  local  minimum  rate, 
then  such  rate  is  increased  so  that  the  lowest  rate  on  the  schedule  is 
equal  to  the  state  or  local  minimum. 

The  union  representatives  were  of  the  opinion  that  the  existing  in- 
structions should  be  changed  so  that  all  rates  below  the  appropriate 
state  or  local  minimum  would  be  excluded.  They  believed  that  higher- 
grade  employees  are  unfairly  penalized  by  including  these  rates  be- 
tween the  Federal  minimum  and  the  higher  state  or  local  minimum, 
because  it  lowers  the  average  payline.  It  is  unfair,  they  contended,  to 
have  employees  at  the  lower  grades  deriving  the  sole  benefits  from  a 
local  minimum  higher  than  the  Federal.  The  union  spokesmen  asserted 
that  to  adjust  rates  upward  at  the  lower  end  of  the  wage  scale  is  arti- 
ficial. They  felt  that  the  Law  is  flexible  enough  to  permit  such  a 
change  in  the  instructions. 

While  the  management  representatives  recognized  that  the  use  of 
a  higher  local  minimum  wage  as  a  floor  could  produce  some  arti- 
ficiality, they  maintained  that  exclusion  of  all  wage  rates  below  the 
local  minimum  would  extend  this  artificiality  from  the  lower  grades 
throughout  the  schedule  as  a  whole.  They  contended  that  this  would 
be  a  drastic  departure  from  the  principles  of  wage-fixing  based  on 
locality  rates,  and  that  there  was  no  basis  for  this  in  the  Law.  They 
further  held  that  minimum  wage  rates  were  never  intended  to  benefit 
all  employees,  but  only  those  whose  pay  is  marginal. 

After  it  became  clear  that  no  accord  could  be  reached,  the  majority 
of  the  Committee  voted  to  oppose  the  exclusion  of  wage  data  which 
is  below  the  state  or  local  minimum  wage  rate  in  the  computation  of 
local  prevailing  rates.  Because  labor  desired  to  file  a  minority  report, 
a  Committee  report  on  this  action  was  forwarded  to  the  Commission 
for  either  confirmation  or  disapproval. 

In  their  minority  report,  the  union  representatives  expressed  their 
view  that  the  labor  side  has  always  supported  consistent  and  equitable 
pay  treatment  for  Federal  employees.  They  reiterated  their  position 
that  there  should  be  one  minimum  wage  treatment  for  application  of 
both  Federal  and  state  or  local  minimum  rates.  The  management  ap- 
proach, they  contended,  creates  artificial  compression  and  fails  to  rec- 
ognize that  where  local  economic  conditions  justify  a  higher  minimum 
rate,  these  same  conditions  impact  on  all  employees,  not  just  those  at 
the  lower  grades. 

Subsequently,  the  Commission  sustained  the  Committee  action, 
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ISSUES    RESOLVED    BY    MUTUAL    AGREEMENT 

Federal  "Wage  Schedules  and  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 

When  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  (FLSA)  was  amended,  effec* 
tive  May  1,  1974,  a  question  came  before  the  Committee  about  the 
effects  of  the  amendments  on  constructing  Federal  wage  schedules. 
Specifically,  the  point  at  issue  was  how  to  utilize  wage  data  collected 
prior  to  May  1,  1974,  in  the  construction  of  wage  schedules  which 
would  be  effective  after  May  1, 1974.  Concern  was  expressed  on  whether 
or  not  it  was  proper  to  include  any  data  or  any  scheduled  wage  rates 
below  the  new  Federal  minimum  rate  established  at  that  time  under  the 
FLSA  amendments.  After  illustrations  of  the  results  of  various  op- 
tions were  presented  to  the  Committee,  the  members  were  able  to  agree 
on  what  they  felt  was  the  best  course  of  action.  This  was  to  use  the 
data  as  collected  and  make  the  necessary  adjustments  to  the  lower 
grade  rates  to  comply  with  instructions  for  constructing  minimum 
rate  wage  schedules.5 

Planning  for  the  future :  FLSA  and  wage  schedules 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal  minimum  rate  was  due  to  go  up 
again  on  January  1, 1975,  the  Committee  recognized  the  need  for  plan- 
ning ahead  on  how  to  utilize  wage  dftta  for  areas  with  schedules  effec- 
tive on  or  after  that  date.  Both  sides  agreed  that  there  should  be  a 
cutoff  point,  in  order  to  avoid  collecting  in  the  same  survey  some  data 
prior  to  January  1, 1975,  and  some  after. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  agreed  to  propose  that  those  surveys 
scheduled  for  November  and  early  December  be  ordered  with  the  ex- 
pectation that  all  data  collection  Avould  be  completed  before  the  end 
of  December.  All  rates  below  the  then-existing  Federal  minimum 
would  be  excluded.  For  those  surveys  scheduled  for  late  December, 
no  establishment  visits  would  be  made  prior  to  January  1,  197£,  and 
all  rates  below  the  new  Federal  minimum  would  be  excluded.  The 
Commission  approved  this  approach. 

OTHER  ISSUES   CONSIDERED 

Working  With  Inmates  of  Federal  Prisons 

One  of  the  two  other  issues  considered  by  the  Committee  was  a  pro- 
posal developed  by  an  agency  in  consultation  with  a  union  to  establish 
a  new  environmental  differential,  The  differential  was  proposed  for 
wage  employees  who  supervise  or  work  in  close  proximity  to  inmates 
of  Federal  prisons,  at  a  rate  of  8  percent  for  all  hours  in  a  pay  status. 

A  witness  was  called,  who  gave  expert  testimony  about  the  Federal 
prison  system.  The  Committee  also  examined  written  documentation, 
and  thoroughly  debated  all  aspects  of  the  issue. 

The  management  view  was  that  the  day-to-day  duties  of  Federal 
wage  employees  who  supervise  or  work  in  close  proximity  to  inmates 
of  Federal  prisons  do  not  face  unusually  severe  hazards  in  their  work, 
and  thus  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for  an  environmental  differential. 
The  management  spokesmen  pointed  out  that  the  evidence  showed  that 
it  was  correctional  officers  rather  than  wage  employees  who  are  the 


5  FPM  Supplements  532-1  and  532-2,  S5-llg. 
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principal  victims  of  assaults  by  prisoners.  Further,  since  the  wage 
employees  were  considered  supervisors,  and  were  classified  at  one  grade 
higher  than  usual  for  the  duties  performed  because  they  work  with 
prisoners,  the  management  representatives  maintained  that  they  were 
already  adequately  compensated.  The  management  representatives- 
expressed  their  strong  opposition  to  establishing  an  additional  environ- 
mental differential  category  which  would  be  paid  for  essentially  all 
of  the  duties  regularly  assigned  to  these  employees, 

On  the  other  side,  the  union  spokesmen  held  that  the  evidence  pre- 
sented was  sufficient  to  convince  a  reasonable  person  that  the  work  in 
question  constituted  exposure  to  unusually  severe  hazards.  They  con- 
tended that  a  serious  injury  to  even  one  employee  showed  that  there 
existed  a  potential  for  serious  injury  to  all  other  employees.  Because 
this  proposal  was  the  result  of  collective  bargaining  between  labor 
and  management  in  the  field,  they  strongly  argued  that  failure  to 
approve  it  would  be  a  disservice  to  collective  bargaining  in  the  Fed- 
eral Service. 

In  the  course  of  the  Committee's  discussion,  management  expressed 
a  willingness  to  recommend  a  restricted  category  whereby  wage  em- 
ployees would  be  entitled  to  an  8  percent  differential  for"  only  those 
days  when  they  were  assigned  to  organized  searches  for  escaped  pris- 
oners or  participated  in  the  suppression  of  assaults  by  prisoners  on 
Federal  workers,  assaults  by  prisoners  on  other  prisoners,  or  other  al- 
tercations. Labor  could  not  agree  to  these  restrictions. 

Since  no  accord  was  possible,  the  Committee,  by  majority  vote,  rec- 
ommended against  adoption  of  the  proposed  category.  Because  of 
labor's  expressed  wish  to  submit  a  minority  report,  a  Committee  report 
on  this  action  was  forwarded  to  the  Commission  for  either  confirma- 
tion or  disapproval. 

The  labor  minority  report  reiterated  the  contention  that  Federal 
wage  employees  work  in  an  environment  in  which  they  daily  risk  in- 
timidation, harassment,  or  the  possibility  of  injury  or  death.  The 
union  representatives  asserted  that  actual  injury  experience  had  been 
sufficiently  documented  to  show  that  an  actual  hazard  exists  which 
cannot  be  practically  eliminated,  and  that  therefore  a  differential  was 
warranted.  They  also  reemphasized  their  concern  about  the  majority's 
unwillingness  to  recognize  that  the  proposal  had  been  jointly  worked 
out  between  the  agency  concerned,  which  is  the  agency  with  the 
knowledge  and  expertise  in  these  matters,  and  the  recognized  labor  or- 
ganization representing  these  employees. 

The  Commission  subsequently  sustained  the  majority  action. 

Deadline  for  Indefinite  Pay  Retention 

The  Committee  was  informed  of  a  Commission  staff  paper  alerting 
agencies  to  the  deadline  for  indefinite  pay  retention.  This  was  in  line 
with  a  Comptroller  General  decision  which  upheld  the  Commission's 
instructions  concerning  indefinite  pay  savings  when  a  reduction  in 
grade  is  a  result  of  the  initial  application  of  standards.6  The  Com- 
mission's General  Counsel  interpreted  the  decision  to  mean  that  the 
termination  date  of  October  1. 1974.  was  a  firm  deadline. 

In  line  with  this,  the  staff  paper  had  two  purposes :  to  establish 
clearly  the  rights  of  employees  to  this  type  of  pay  retention,  and 
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to  alert  agencies  to  apply  the  standards  before  the  termination  date 
to  assure  protection  of  employee  rights.  It  also  spelled  out  in  more 
specific  detail  how  the  termination  date  was  to  be  applied.  First,  job- 
grading  standards  issued  before  April  1,  1974,  were  required  to  be 
applied  prior  to  October  1,  1974.  Second,  standards  issued  between 
April  1,  1974,  and  October  1,  1974,  would  carry  a  deadline  date  for 
application  6  months  after  the  actual  distribution  date.  This  was  to 
insure  that  printing  delays  would  not  deprive  entitled  employees  of 
their  right  to  indefinite  pay  retention.  Third,  the  initial  application  of 
the  FWS  job-grading  system  to  all  wage  positions  not  covered  by 
standards  issued  prior  to  October  1,  1974,  had  to  be  completed  no 
later  than  6  months  after  the  actual  distribution  date  of  the  last  stand- 
ard issued.  This  was  also  to  protect  the  rights  of  entitled  employees 
to  indefinite  pay  retention  provisions. 

SUMMING  UP 

In  1974,  as  in  its  first  year  of  operation,  the  Committee  maintained 
a  viable  bilateral  atmosphere.  Labor  and  management  continued  talk- 
ing to  each  other,  respecting  each  other's  views,  and  frequently  reach- 
ing mutual  agreement  on  a  variety  of  issues.  The  Committee  continued 
its  mission  of  taking  needed  action  on  matters  concerning  both  the 
ongoing  wage  system,  and  the  fledgling  NAF  wage  system.  The  expec- 
tation for  the  future  is  that  the  Committee  will  continue  to  operate 
in  this  fruitful  way. 

Advisory  Committee  Charter 

A.  The  Committee's  Official  Designation:  The  Federal  Prevailing 
Rate  Advisory  Committee. 

B.  Objectives  and  Scope :  The  Committee  shall  study  the  prevailing 
rate  system  and  other  matters  pertinent  to  the  establishment  of  pre- 
vailing rates  under  this  subchapter  (subchapter  IV,  ch.  53,  5  U.S.C., 
as  amended.) 

C.  Duration:  There  is  no  time  limit  set  forth  in  the  Act  (Public 
Law  92-392).  It  is  expected  that  the  mandate  of  the  Committee  is  one 
of  a  continuing  nature,  until  amended  or  revoked  by  appropriate  act 
of  Congress. 

D.  Responsible  Agency  and  Official : 

Recommendations  of  the  Committee  are  made  to  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Commission. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  reports  to  the  Chairman,  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

E.  Agency  Providing  Support :  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

F.  Committee  Responsibilities : 

The  Committee  is  advisory.  Its  primary  responsibility  is  to 
study  the  prevailing  rate  system  and  from  time  to  time  advise  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  thereon. 

The  Committee  shall  submit  an  annual  report  to  the  Commis- 
sion and  the  President,  for  transmittal  to  Congress,  as  required  bv 
section  5347(e)  of  the  Act  (Public  Law  92-392). 

G.  Estimated  Annual  Operating  Costs  in  Dollars  and  Manyears: 
Using  current  salary  schedules,  $121,000  and  four  manyears. 
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H.  Estimated  Number  and  Frequency  of  Meetings:  The  meeting 
schedule  contemplated  for  the  Committee  is  one  meeting  each  week 
throughout  a  calendar  year ;  more  frequent  meetings  shall  be  scheduled 
when  deemed  necessary. 

I.  The  Committee's  Termination  Date :  There  is  no  statutory  termi- 
nation date.  The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  serves  for  a  4-year  term, 
as  set  forth  in  section  5347(a)  (1)  of  the  Act  (Public  Law  92-392). 
Management  members  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  designating  author- 
ity. Labor  membership  is  reviewed  every  2  years  to  assure  entitlement 
under  the  criteria  set  forth  in  section  5347(b)  of  the  Act  (Public  Law 
92-392). 

J.  Date  Filed :  December  9, 1974. 

Approved : 

Robert  Hampton. 

Date :  December  9, 1974. 

Organization  of  the  Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory 

Committee 

Chairman:  David  T.  Roadley. 

MANAGEMENT    MEMBERS 

W.  J.  Abernethy,  Director,  Civilian  Personnel,  Department  of  the 
Air  Force. 

Ben  B  Beeson,  Director  of  Civilian  Personnel,  Department  of  the 
Army. 

Carl  W.  Clewlow,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense,  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

Raymond  Jacobson,  Director,  Bureau  of  Policies  and  Standards, 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Martin  Wish,  Deputy  Assistant  Administrator  for  Personnel,  Vet- 
erans Administration. 

LABOR    MEMBERS 

Paul  J.  Burnsky,  President,  Metal  Trades  Department,  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations. 

George  Knaly,  Director,  Government  Operations,  International 
Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers,  American  Federation  of  Labor 
and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations. 

Theodore  A.  Vanderzyde,  Grand  Lodge  Representative,  Interna- 
tional Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers,  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations. 

Clyde  M.  Webber,  National  President,  American  Federation  of 
Government  Employees,  American  Federation  of  Labor  and  Congress 
of  Industrial  Organizations. 

Alan  J.  Whitney.  National  Executive  Director,  National  Associa- 
tion of  Government  Employees  (Ind.) . 

DESIGNATED    MANAGEMENT    ALTERNATES 

Edward  L.  Farrell,  Veterans  Administration. 
William  M.  Frailey,  Department  of  the  Army. 
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Frederick  A.  Kistler,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission, 

James  P.  Madigan,  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

William  Marks,  Department  of  Defense, 

Joseph  Meick,  Department  of  the  Army. 

Pascale  A.  Petosa,  Department  of  Defense. 

Ogden  Reed,  Department  of  the  Army. 

Donald  K.  Schimmel,  Veterans  Administration. 

William  C.  Valdes,  Department  of  Defense. 

Raymond  C.  Weissenborn,  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission. 

DESIGNATED    LABOR   ALTERNATES 

Ga  ry  Altman,  National  Association  of  Government  Employees 
(Ind.). 

Gilbert  G.  Bateman,  International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Work- 
ers/AFL-CIO. 

Robert  Crum,  International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers/ 
AFL-CIO. 

Robert  W.  Fauntleroy,  International  Association  of  Machinists  and 
Aerospace  Workers/ AFL-CIO. 

Dennis  Garrison,  American  Federation  of  Government  Emplovees/ 
AFL-CIO. 

George  Hobt,  American  Federation  of  Government  Emplovees/ 
AFL-CIO. 

Paul  Hutchings,  Metal  Trades  Department/ AFL-CIO. 

James  OTtea,  National  Association  of  Government  Employees 
(Ind.). 

Saul  S.  Stein,  Metal  Trades  Department/ AFL-CIO. 

COMMITTEE    STAFF 

Everett  M.  DeHanas>  Secretary. 

S.  Jean  Stewart,  Wage  Policy  Specialist. 

Mary  G.  Reifsnyder,  Secretary  to  the  Chairman. 

Typical  Federal  Register  Notice  7 

r    ,  federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee 

Notice  of  Cbnimittee  Meetings 

Pursuant  to  the  provision  of  section  10  of  Public  Law  92-463,  effec- 
tive January  5,  1973,  notice  is  hereby  given  that  meetings  of  the  Fed- 
eral Prevailing  Bate  Advisory  Committee  will  be  held  on: 

Thursday,  October  3, 1974. 

Thursday,  October  10, 1974. 

Thursday,  October  17, 1974. 

Thursday,  October  31, 1974. 
The  meetings  will  convene  at  10  a.m.  and  will  be  held  in  Room 
5A06A,  Civil  Service  Commission  Building,  1900  E  Street,  NW., 
Washington,  D.C. 


7  Submitted   on  a   monthly  basis,   as  meeting  schedules  are  established  by  Committee 
consensus. 
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The  committee's  primary  responsibility  is  to  study  the  prevailing 
rate  system  and  from  time  to  time  advise  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
thereon. 

At  these  scheduled  meetings,  the  committee  will  consider  proposed 
plans  for  implementation  of  Public  Law  92-392,  which  law  establishes 
pay  systems  for  Federal  prevailing  rate  employees. 

The  meetings  will  be  closed  to  the  public  on  the  basis  of  a  determina- 
tion under  section  10(d)  of  the  Federal  Advisorv  Committee  Act 
(Public  Law  92-463)  and  5  U.S.C.,  section  552  (b)  (2) ,  that  the  closing 
is  necessary  in  order  to  provide  the  members  with  the  opportunity  to 
advance  proposals  and  counter-proposals  in  meaningful  debate  on 
issues  related  solely  to  the  Federal  "Wage  System  with  the  view  to- 
ward ultimately  formulating  advisory  policy  recommendations  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

However,  members  of  the  public  who  wish  to  do  so,  are  invited  to 
submit  material  in  writing  to  the  Chairman  concerning  matters  felt 
to  be  deserving  of  the  committee^  attention.  Additional  information 
concerning  these  meetings  may  be  obtained  by  contacting  the  Chair- 
man, Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisorv  Committee,  Room  5451,  1900 
JE  Street,  NW,  Washington,  D.C.  20415. 

David  T.  Roadley, 
Chairman.  Federal  Prevailing  Rate 

Advisory  Committee. 

September  13, 1974. 

Annual  Report  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

As  required  by  Section  7(a)  of  Public  Law  92-463,  the  Federal  Ad- 
visory  Committee  Act,  a  summary  report  of  the  1974  operations  of  the 
Committee  was  submitted  to  the  designated  Advisory  Committee  Man- 
agement Officer  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  transmission  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

The  report  covered  such  items  as  Committee  establishment  author- 
ity, membership,  functions  of  the  Committee,  meeting  dates,  advisory 
recommendations  to  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  the  estimated 
total  aggregate  annual  cost  to  fund,  service,  supply,  and  maintain  the 
Committee. 

The  details  of  these  activities  are  covered  elsewhere  in  this  Report, 
with  the  exception  of  cost  data.  Available  resources  were  reported  to 
be  $121,000  for  Committee  staff  maintenance  for  1974.  utilizing  4  man- 
years  for  staff  support  to  the  Committee.  None  of  the  Committee  mem- 
bers or  alternates  receive  compensation  or  other  emoluments  for  their 
service  on  the  Committee. 
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Calendar  of  Committee  Meetings  in  1974 

Federal  Prevailing  Rate   Advisory   Committee  meeting   dates   for   calendar 
year  1975 : 


January  17,  1974. 

January  24,  1974. 

January  31,  1974. 

February  7,  1974. 

February  14,  1974. 

February  21,  1974. 

February  28,  1974. 

March  7, 1974. 

March  14,  1974. 

April  4,  1974. 

April  18,  1974. 

May  2,  1974. 

May  9,  1974. 

May  16,  1974. 

May  23,  1974. 

June  6,  1974. 

June  13,  1974. 

June  20,  1974,  1st  Session. 


June  26, 1974,  2nd  Session. 
June  27,  1974. 
July  18,  1974. 
July  25,  1974. 
August  1,  1974. 
August  8,  1974. 
August  15,  1974. 
September  5,  1974. 
September  12,  1974. 
September  19,  1974. 
September  26,  1974. 
October  3,  1974. 
October  10, 1974. 
October  31,  1974. 
November  14,  1974. 
November  21,  1974. 
December  5,  1974. 
December  19,  1974. 
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APPENDIX  II 

Principal  Issues  Discussed  at  Committee  Meetings  in  1974 
Meeting  Number  and   Subject  Matter  Discussion 

51.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  on  Missile  Propulsion  Tests. 

52.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  on  Missile  Propulsion  Tests. 
Application  of  the  5.5  Percent  Limit  on  Wage  Increases. 

53.  Definition  of  the  Washington,  D.C.  NAF  Wage  Area. 
Application  of  the  5.5  Percent  Limit  on  Wage  Increases. 

54.  Definition  of  the  WasneUagfcoo,  DaC.  NAF  Wage  Area. 

Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  on  Missile  Propulsion  Tests. 

55.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  on  Missile  Propulsion  Tests. 
Redefinition  of  the  Clark,  Indiana — Hardin,  Kentucky — Jefferson,  Kentucky 

NAF  Wage  Area. 
56  and  57.    Application  of  the  5.5  Percent  Limit  on  Wage  Increases. 

58.  Definition  of  the  St.  Louis,  Missouri  NAF  Wage  Area. 

Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  With  Inmates  of  Federal 
Prisons. 

59.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  With  Inmates  of  Federal 

Prisons. 

60.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  U.S.  Citizens  Overseas. 

61.  Deadline  for  Indefinite  Pay  Retention. 

Special  Wage  Schedules  for  U.S.  Citizens  Overseas. 

62.  Effects  of  FLSA  Amendments  of  1974  on  Wage  Schedule  Construction. 

63.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Motion  Picture  Production. 

64.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Motion  Picture  Production. 
Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 

65.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Motion  Picture  Production. 

66.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 
Discussion  of  the  Final  Draft  of  the  Committee's  Annual  Report. 

67.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 

68.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Guam. 

69  and  70.    Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Motion  Picture  Production. 

71.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 

72.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  NAF  Employees  in  Guam. 

73.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  NAF  Employees  in  Guam. 
Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 

Redefinition  of  Jackson  County,  Missouri  and  Douglas  County,  Nebraska 
NAF  Wage  Areas. 

74.  Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Lock  and  Dam  Employees. 

75.  Special  WTage  Schedules  for  National  Guard  Technicians  in  Puerto  Rico. 

76.  Use    of    Minimum    Wage    Rates    in    the    Construction    of    Federal    Wage 

Schedules. 

77.  Pay  Problems  of  Employees  in  NAF  Warehouses. 

Environmental  Differential  Proposals  for  Work  With  Asbestos  and  Fiber- 
glass. 

78.  Environmental  Differential  Proposals  for  Work  With  Asbestos  and  Fiberglass. 

79.  Policy  on  Constructing  Federal  Wage  Schedules  in  Localities  With  Multiple 

Minimum  Wage  Rates. 
Policy  on  Use  of  Wage  Data  Which  Is  Below  State  or  Local  Minimums. 
Policy  on  Use  of  Wasre  Dat't  Which  Ts  Disp?*iminafory. 

80.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  With  Asbestos. 

81.  Policy  on  Constructing  Federal  Wage  Schedules  in  Localities  With  Multiple 

Wage  Rates. 
Policy  on  Use  of  Wage  Data  Which  Is  Below  State  or  Local  Minimums. 
Policy  on  Use  of  Wage  Data  Which  Is  Discriminatory. 
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82.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  With  Fiberglass. 

83.  Environmental  Differential  Proposal  for  Work  With  Fiberglass. 

Special  Wage  Schedules  for  Possessions  and  Territories  (except  the  Virgin 

Islands). 
Relationships  of  the  Special  Wage  Schedule  for  Hill  Air  Force  Range,  Utah 

to  the  Remote  Worksite  Allowance. 

84.  Relationships  of  the  Special  Wage  Schedule  for  Hill  Air  Force  Range,  Utah 

to  the  Remote  Worksite  Allowance. 

85.  Proposed  Revisions  in  the  NAF  Wage  System. 

27 


DOCUMENT  20 


Report  to  The  President 

of  the 

President's  Panel 

on 

Federal  Compensation 


December  1975 


(443) 


444 


THE  VICE   PRESIDENT 

WASH  I NGTON 

December   .2,  1975. 
The  President, 
The  White  House, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President  :  In  response  to  your  memorandum  of  June  12, 
1975,  I  submit  herewith,  on  behalf  of  all  the  Members,  the  report 
of  the  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation.  We  have  kept  in  mind  your 
primary  objective  of  "a  system  that  is  fair  and  equitable,  both  to  the 
employees  and  to  the  public." 

The  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Panel  are  presented  in  this 
volume.  Background  information,  summaries  of  comments  received, 
alternatives  considered,  and  similar  materials  which  provide  support 
for  the  Panel's  recommendations,  are  in  a  supplementary  volume. 

Some  of  the  recommendations  can  be  implemented  administratively ; 
others  will  require  legislation  to  be  effected.  Before  implementation 
of  any  of  the  recommendations,  however,  there  should  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  additional  consultation  with  interested  parties. 

We  wish  to  acknowledge  the  assistance  provided  by  prior  studies  of 
Federal  compensation  by  the  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission,  the  Gen- 
eral Accounting  Office,  and  the  Congress,  as  well  as  the  hundreds  of 
letters  containing  the  comments  of  State  Governors,  labor  unions,  pri- 
vate employers,  professional  associations,  Federal  employees,  and  the 
public. 

Respectfully, 


^^ 


Nelson  A.  Rockefeller.  Chairman. 
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The  White  House, 

June  12, 1975. 
Memorandum  for :  Vice  President  of  the  United  States ;  Secretary  of 
Labor;  Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget;  Chairman, 
U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission;  Director,  Council  on  Wage  and 
Price  Stability;  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Manpower 
and  Reserve  Affairs. 
Subject :  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation 

I  am  today  establishing  a  new  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Com- 
pensation and  designating  you  to  serve  as  its  members.  You  will 
direct  an  immediate  comprehensive  review  of  the  major  Federal 
employee  compensation  systems  and  present  to  me  by  November  1, 
1975,*  policy  recommendations  on  how  the  Federal  Government  can 
best  determine  the  appropriate  levels  of  total  compensation  for  its  em- 
ployees under  the  principle  of  comparability  with  non-Federal  em- 
ployers. The  primary  objective  of  the  review  is  to  ascertain  any 
needed  changes  in  Federal  compensation  policies  and  practices,  keep- 
ing in  mind  our  goal  of  a  system  that  is  fair  and  equitable  both  to  the 
employees  and  to  the  public. 

Vice  President  Rockefeller  will  serve  as  the  Chairman  of  this 
Panel,  and  Robert  E.  Hampton,  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission, will  be  its  Vice  Chairman. 

I  am  also  designating  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Domestic  Coun- 
cil, the  Chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  the  Assistant 
to  the  President  for  Economic  Affairs,  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Ad- 
visory Committee  on  Federal  Pay  to  act  as  advisers  to  the  Panel. 

Other  senior  officials  of  Government  will  be  represented  when  mat- 
ters of  particular  interest  to  them  are  being  discussed  (e.g.,  the  Sec- 
retary of  State  when  Foreign  Service  salaries  are  the  topic,  the 
Administrator  of  Veterans  Affairs  when  pay  rates  and  procedures 
concerning  the  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  are  under 
discussion). 

Gerald  R.  Ford. 


♦The  date  for  submission  of  the  Panel's  Report  was  extended  to  December 
1975,  to  enable  the  Panel  to  complete  its  deliberations. 
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Foreword 

By  any  measure  the  Federal  Government  is  the  largest  employer, 
public  or  private,  in  the  United  States.  In  terms  of  the  personnel 
budget,  number  of  employees,  variety  of  occupations,  complexity  of 
labor-management  relations,  and  effect  on  the  public  welfare,  it  has  no 
equal. 

Employee  compensation  is  one  of  the  most  critical  areas  of  manage- 
ment in  any  organization.  When  we  realize  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment employs  some  2.8  million  civilians  at  an  annual  personnel  cost 
of  over  $40  billion,  the  importance  of  compensation  should  be  self- 
evident.  President  Ford  recognized  the  importance  of  Federal  em- 
ployee compensation  in  his  1976  Budget  Message  when  he  announced 
his  intention  to  establish  a  high-level  advisory  group  to  develop  and 
present  to  him  policy  recommendations  on  the  best  way  for  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  determine  the  appropriate  level  of  total  compen- 
sation for  its  employees  under  the  principle  of  comparability  with 
private  enterprise. 

The  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation  was  established 
on  June  12, 1975.  In  his  charge  to  the  Panel  the  President  stated,  "The 
primary  objective  ...  is  to  ascertain  any  needed  changes  in  Federal 
compensation  policies  and  practices,  keeping  in  mind  our  goal  of  a 
system  that  is  fair  and  equitable  both  to  the  employees  and  to  the 
public." 

The  President  asked  the  Panel  to  solicit  and  carefully  consider 
the  views  of  all  interested  parties,  including  Federal  Government 
officers,  employee  organizations,  the  business  community,  professional 
associations,  and  the  general  public.  In  the  Federal  Register  of 
June  18, 1975  (Vol.  40,  No.  118) ,  notice  was  given  of  the  establishment 
of  the  Panel,  and  the  views  and  comments  of  all  interested  parties 
were  solicited  concerning  the  Panel's  work  in  general  and  the  follow- 
ing major  issues  in  particular : 1 

(1)  Has  the  comparability  principle  proved  to  be  a  sound  basis  for 
setting  Federal  pay  rates  ?  Should  some  other  basis  than  compara- 
bility be  used  for  adjusting  Federal  pay?  Have  the  specific  tech- 
niques that  have  been  developed  for  comparability  pay-setting  been 
successful  ? 


1  The  complete  text  of  the  Federal  Register  notice  is  in  Appendix  A. 
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(2)  Should  the  application  of  the  comparability  principle  be 
broadened  to  include  fringe  benefits  as  well  as  basic  pay?  How 
should  such  comparisons  be  made  ? 

(3)  With  what  non-Federal  employers  should  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment be  comparable  ?  Private  companies  only  ?  Should  State  and 
local  governments  and  nonprofit  organizations  also  be  included? 

(4)  Does  the  single,  nationwide  General  Schedule  for  all  white- 
collar  workers  provide  appropriate  pay  relationships  among  Fed- 
eral employees  and  proper  comparability  with  non-Federal  pay 
rates?  Should  some  employees  be  paid  under  local  schedules  or 
special  occupational  schedules? 

(5)  Is  the  present  effort  to  balance  emphasis  on  internal  work-level 
relationships  among  Federal  jobs  and  emphasis  on  the  maintenance 
of  external  Government/industry  pay  relationships  the  best  overall 
policy  \  Should  one  approach  receive  greater  emphasis  ? 

(6)  Should  the  present  system  of  within-grade  advancement  pri- 
marily on  the  basis  of  longevity  be  changed  so  that  within-grade 
advancement  is  more  useful  as  an  incentive  for  improved  individ- 
ual job  performance  ? 

(7)  What  roles  should  be  played  in  the  determination  of  Federal 
pay  and  benefits  by  the  executive  branch?  by  Congress?  by  Federal 
employee  unions?  To  what  extent  should  the  periodic  adjustment 
of  Federal  pay  and  benefits  be  affected  by  the  fiscal  and  economic 
concerns  of  the  Government  ? 

Interested  parties  were  also  invited  to  raise  any  additional  issues 
which  they  thought  the  Panel  should  consider.  In  all,  the  Panel  re- 
ceived more  than  500  responses  from  Federal  employees,  employer 
organizations,  union  leaders,  professional  associations,  Governors,  and 
members  of  the  general  public.  These  letters  reflect  a  great  deal  of 
thought  and  effort  on  the  part  of  their  writers,  and  were  of  great  value 
to  the  Panel.  Summaries  of  these  letters  are  in  an  Appendix  to  the 
Panel's  Staff  Report  which  will  be  issued  separately. 

The  Panel  subsequently  conducted  2  days  of  hearings  at  which 
individuals  could  present  and  discuss  their  views  in  person.  These 
hearings  took  place  on  August  6  and  7,  1975.  Appearing  before  the 
Panel  in  order  of  appearance  were : 

Robert  Brown,  Executive  Director,  The  Tax  Foundation,  Inc.,  New 
York. 

Eugene  K.  Hamilton,  Chairman,  Government  Relations  Committee, 
American  Compensation  Association. 

Lawrence  Bofenkamp,  Manager.  Compensation  Programs,  Kaiser  In- 
dustries, Oakland,  California. 

Clyde  Webber,  President,  American  Federation  of  Government  Em- 
ployees. 
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George   Hotton,   Director,    Compensation   and   Employee   Benefits, 
Kraftco  Corporation,  Glenview,  Illinois. 

John  A.  McCart,  Executive  Director,  and  Richard  Galleher,  Research 
Director,  Public  Employees  Department,  AFL-CIO. 

Judge  Eugene  Goslee,  President,  Federal  Executives  League. 

Robert   Poli,   Vice  President,  Professional  Air  Traffic  Controllers 
Organization. 

Dr.  Nathan  T.  Wolkomir,  President,  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees. 

Maurice  Ronayne,  President,  and  Dr.  Edwin  D.  Becker,  Vice  Presi- 
dent, Federal  Professional  Association. 

Alan  J.  Whitney,  Executive  Vice  President,  National  Association  of 
Government  Employees. 

The  President  directed  the  Panel  to  submit  its  report  by  Novem- 
ber 1,  1975,  so  that  proposals  for  any  needed  legislation  could  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress  early  in  1976.  The  reporting  date  was  later 
postponed  to  December  so  that  the  Panel  could  give  additional 
consideration  to  several  major  issues.  The  rather  short  time  provided 
for  the  Panel's  study  and  deliberations  recognized  the  fact  that  many 
studies  of  the  Federal  pay  system  have  been  made  in  recent  years.  In 
particular,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Office  of  Management 
and  Budget,  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  the  Department  of 
Labor  have  been  studying  the  complex  area  of  Federal  compensation. 
Suggestions  for  changes  have  been  made  by  the  unions  represented 
on  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  and  by  the  Advisory  Commit- 
tee on  Federal  Pay.  The  Panel  reviewed  the  studies,  comments,  and 
proposals  received  from  these  sources  as  well  as  from  others  in  and 
out  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  also  conducted  additional  research 
of  its  own. 

In  keeping  with  the  President's  directive,  the  Panel  focused  its  at- 
tention on  the  major  Federal  pay  systems :  the  General  Schedule  sys- 
tem for  white-collar  employees  and  the  Federal  Wage  System  for 
trade,  craft,  and  labor  employees.  Linkages  with  the  Foreign  Service 
schedules  were  also  considered.  The  Panel  did  not  review  the  linkage 
of  the  military  pay  system  with  the  General  Schedule,  nor  did  the 
Panel  study  in  any  detail  the  collective  bargaining  pay  system  for 
Postal  Service  employees. 

Twenty-four  meetings  of  the  Panel  were  held  between  June  18 
and  November  30,  in  addition  to  many  other  conferences  among  indi- 
vidual members  and  staff.  The  following  pages  present  the  basic 
findings,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  of  the  Panel.  Details  of 
the  information  considered  by  the  Panel  in  formulating  •  these  con- 
clusions and   recommendations  can  be  found  in  the  Panel's  Staff 
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Report.  For  those  aspects  of  Federal  compensation  which  the  Panel 
did  not  fully  consider,  this  Staff  Report  points  the  way  to  further 
study  and  research. 

One  particular  issue,  though  not  studied  by  the  Panel,  deserves 
special  mention  in  any  review  of  compensation  systems.  No  pay  rate 
determination  process,  no  matter  how  well-managed  or  how  finely 
tuned,  can  produce  the  desired  result  of  pay  levels  which  are  fair 
and  equitable,  both  to  employees  and  to  the  public,  if  individual  posi- 
tions are  improperly  graded.  Accurate  job  evaluation  and  position 
classification  are  essential  to  the  integrity  of  the  pay  system.  The  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  the  other  Federal  agencies  should  continue 
their  efforts  to  ensure  that  personnel  management  practices  produce 
accurate  classifications  of  positions  and  effective  position  management 
and  design. 

While  many  of  the  Panel's  findings  and  recommendations  will  be 
controversial,  the  Panel  at  all  times  kept  in  mind  the  President's  goal 
of  a  compensation  system  that  is  fair  and  equitable,  both  to  Federal 
employees  and  to  the  public.  Various  groups  will  view  the  Panel's 
findings  and  recommendations  from  differing  perspectives.  This  is  to 
be  expected.  It  is  hoped,  however,  that  all  will  acknowledge  the  effort 
made  to  provide  both  Objectivity  and  balance  in  the  consideration  of 
the  issues  and  in  the  presentation  of  the  Panel's  recommendations.1 


1  Recommendations  which   will  require  legislation  are  indicated  in  the  text 
by  an  asterisk. 


Summary  of  Recommendations 

The  full  texts  of  the  recommendations  summarized  below  can  be 
found  in  the  indicated  chapters.  Those  recommendations  which  will 
require  legislation  are  indicated  by  an  asterisk. 

*The  many  separate  Federal  civilian  pay  systems  should  be  re- 
viewed, and  combined  with  other  pay  systems  or  eliminated  if  no 
longer  needed  (Chapter  I). 

The  principle  of  comparability  with  the  private  sector  should  be 
reaffirmed  as  the  basis  for  Federal  pay-setting  (Chapter  II). 

*Consideration  should  be  given  to  conducting  major  Federal  pay 
surveys  less  frequently  than  once  a  year,  with  interim  adjust- 
ments based  on  an  appropriate  statistical  indicator  (Chapter  II) . 

*The  principle  of  comparability  should  be  extended  to  include 
benefits  as  well  as  pay.  Development  and  testing  should  take 
place  over  the  next  two  years  to  determine  the  best  approach  to 
implementation  (Chapter  II). 

*The  present  General  Schedule,  which  covers  white-collar  em- 
ployees, should  be  replaced  by  a  Clerical /Technical  Service  and 
a  Professional /Administrative/Managerial /Executive  Service 
(Chapter  III). 

*The  Clerical /Technical  Service  should  be  paid  local  or  other  geo- 
graphical rates  (Chapter  III). 

*The  executive  branch  should  be  authorized  to  establish  special 
occupational  schedules  and  personnel  systems  when  the  regular 
schedules  hamper  management's  ability  to  recruit  and  manage  a 
well-qualified  workforce  (Chapter  III). 

*Merit,  rather  than  length  of  service,  should  be  the  principal  basis 
for  within-grade  pay  advancement  for  employees  in  the  Pro- 
fessional/Administrative/Managerial/Executive Service  (Chap- 
ter III). 

*Pay  rates  for  the  Executive  Schedule  should  be  increased  so 
that  the  rate  for  level  V  is  above  the  current  "comparability" 
rate  for  GS-18  (Chapter  IV). 
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*Federal  pay  laws  should  be  amended  to  permit  the  inclusion 
of  State  and  local  governments  in  Federal  pay  surveys  when 
needed  (Chapters  V  and  VI). 

The  President's  Agent  should  continue  its  efforts  to  improve  the 
statistical  techniques  used  in  the  white-collar  survey  design  and 
pay  rate  determination  processes  (Chapter  V). 

*Certain  statutory  provisions  of  the  Federal  Wage  System  should 
be  repealed  or  amended  to  : 

•  eliminate  the  requirement  that  out-of-area  data  be  used, 
under  certain  circumstances,  in  setting  local  wage  rates; 

•  permit  the  establishment  of  night  shift  differentials  in  ac- 
cordance with  local  prevailing  practices ; 

•  permit  step -rate  structures  to  be  established  in  accordance 
with  predominant  industry  practice ; 

•  eliminate  the  fixed  payline  step ;  and 

•  permit  the  inclusion  of  State  and  local  governments  in 
wage  surveys  when  needed  (Chapter  VI) . 

*The  Civil  Service  Commission  should  develop  appropriate  legis- 
lative and  regulatory  proposals  to  provide  more  equitable  pre- 
mium compensation  to  all  Federal  employees  working  under 
similar  circumstances  (Chapter  VII) . 

The  President's  Agent,  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council,  and 
the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay  should  meet  jointly  on 
a  regular  basis  throughout  the  year  to  discuss  and  resolve  the 
issues  in  the  pay-setting  process,  with  a  view  to  formulating  a 
common  recommendation  to  the  President  (Chapter  VIII) . 

The  present  roles  in  the  pay-setting  processes  of  the  Federal 
Wage  System  should  be  continued  (Chapter  VIII). 

The  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay  should  be  assigned 
the  responsibility  for  an  ongoing  review  of  the  interaction  be- 
tween the  Federal  compensation  system  and  the  private  sector 
marketplace  (Chapter  VIII). 


xii 


CHAPTER  I     Federal  Pay  Systems 
The  General  Schedule 

The  General  Schedule  is  the  basic  pay  system  for  Federal  white- 
collar  employees.  It  is  the  largest  of  the  civilian  pay  systems,  covering 
approximately  1.4  million  of  the  total  of  2.8  million  civilian  employees. 
In  fiscal  year  1974,  basic  payroll  costs  for  the  General  Schedule 
amounted  to  more  than  $18  billion. 

The  General  Schedule  consists  of  eighteen  grades — or  "levels  of 
work" — which  are  described  broadly  in  law.  Virtually  any  job  can 
be  accommodated  within  the  schedule  by  evaluation  of  its  level  of 
duties,  responsibilities,  and  qualification  requirements.  As  befits  its 
title,  the  General  Schedule  exhibits  great  occupational  diversity: 
messengers,  typists,  secretaries,  engineers,  administrative  personnel, 
research  scientists,  as  well  as  occupations  which  are  neither  white- 
collar  nor  blue-collar  in  the  traditional  sense — police  and  fire  fighters, 
for  example. 

A  single  pay  table,  nationwide  in  its  applicability,  sets  forth  the 
pay  rates  for  the  General  Schedule.  From  1949,  when  the  General 
Schedule  was  enacted,  until  1962,  pay  rates  were  adjusted  by  Congress 
on  an  irregular  basis,  largely  in  response  to  the  pressures  of  inflation 
on  employees'  salaries.  In  1962,  Congress  established  the  principle 
that  pay  rates  would  be  maintained  on  the  basis  of  comparabilitv  with 
rates  paid  in  the  private  sector,  as  these  rates  were  arrived  at  through 
the  interplay  of  market  forces.  Authority  to  adjust  the  pay  rates 
remained  with  the  Congress,  however,  and  full  comparability  was  not 
achieved  until  1969.  A  significant  step  was  taken  with  the  Federal 
Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970,  which  delegated  to  the  President 
authority  for  making  annual  adjustments  of  General  Schedule  pay 
rates  under  the  principle  of  comparability. 

The  Foreign  Service  Pay  System 

The  basic  Foreign  Service  pay  system  actually  consists  of  four 
different  schedules.  These  apply  only  to  the  Department  of  State,  the 
Agency  for  International  Development,  the  United  States  Informa- 
tion Agency,  and  ACTION. 

1 

(454) 


455 


— The  Foreign  Service  Officer  schedule  consists  of  eight  levels. 
Individual  Foreign  Service  Officers  are  assigned  to  levels  on  a 
rank-in-person  basis  similar  to  that  of  the  military  personnel 
system. 

— The  Foreign  Service  Information  Officer  schedule  of  the  U.S. 
Information  Agency  is  identical  in  structure  and  operation  to 
the  Foreign  Service  Officer  schedule. 

— The  Foreign  Service  Reserve  schedule  also  consists  of  eight  levels, 
and  is  used  for  temporary  appointments  of  people  who  are  not 
part  of  the  regular  Foreign  Service  career  system, 

— The  Foreign  Service  Staff  Officer  schedule  covers  the  administra- 
tive and  support  employees  of  the  Foreign  Service.  It  consists  of 
10  grades. 

Pay  rates  for  these  schedules  are  based  on  "linkage"  *  with  the  Gen- 
eral Schedule.  The  schedules  cover  a  total  of  about  14,000  employees 
at  a  fiscal  year  1974  basic  payroll  cost  of  about  $300  million. 

Physicians,    Dentists,   and   Nurses   in  the   Department  of 
Medicine  and  Surgery,  Veterans  Administration 

Since  1946,  the  Veterans  Administration  has  maintained  a  separate 
personnel  and  compensation  system  for  the  physicians,  dentists,  and 
nurses  engaged  in  patient  care  in  its  hospital  system.  A  seven-level 
rank-in-person  schedule  covers  ahout  4,900  physicians  and  dentists  at 
a  fiscal  year  1974  basic  payroll  cost  of  about  $240  million.  The  21,000 
nurses  are  covered  by  an  eight-level  rank-in-person  schedule  at  a  fiscal 
year  1974  basic  payroll  cost  of  about  $290  million.  Pay  rates  are  based 
on  "linkage"  2  with  the  General  Schedule. 

The  United  States  Postal  Service 

The  U.S.  Postal  Service,  with  about  700,000  employees,  is  the  largest 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  after  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Prior  to  1970,  pay  rates  for  the  Postal  Field  Service  schedule  were 
based  on  "linkage"  2  with  the  General  Schedule.  Since  1970,  approxi- 
mately 575,000  Postal  Service  employees  have  had  their  pay  rates 
established  "on  a  standard  of  comparability  to  the  compensation  and 
benefits  paid  for  comparable  levels  of  work  in  the  private  sector  of 
the  economy,"  as  determined  through  collective  bargaining  between 
Postal  Service  management  and  employee  unions. 


1  "Linkage"  points  are  established  by  job  evaluation  comparisons  between 
specified  General  Schedule  and  Foreign  Service  work  levels.  Additional  details 
can  be  found  in  Chapter  I  of  the  Panel's  Staff  Report. 

a  See  Chapter  I  of  the  Panel's  Staff  Report. 
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The  Federal  Wage  System 

The  Federal  Wage  System  is  the  basic  pay  system  for  the  475,000 
trade,  craft,  and  labor — blue-collar — employees  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. In  fiscal  year  1974  the  basic  payroll  cost  for  these  employees 
was  about  $5  billion. 

Rates  of  pay  for  Federal  Wage  System  employees  are  maintained  in 
line  with  prevailing  levels  of  pay  for  comparable  work  within  each 
local  wage  area.  Within  each  local  wage  area  there  is  a  single  set  of 
wage  schedules  applicable  to  the  blue-collar  employees  of  all  agencies 
in  the  area.  Each  nonsupervisory  schedule  consists  of  15  grades.  A 
single  grade  structure  applies  nationwide.  Individual  positions  are 
graded  on  the  basis  of  job  evaluation  in  accordance  with  a  uniform  set 
of  job-grading  standards.  There  are  separate  leader  and  supervisory 
schedules  for  each  area. 

Uniform  policies  and  procedures  for  the  Federal  Wage  System 
are  established  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  but  significant  roles 
in  policy-making  and  operation  of  the  system  are  played  by  both 
agencies  and  employee  unions. 

The  prevailing  rate  principle  on  which  Federal  blue-collar  pay  rates 
are  based  dates  from  the  1860s.  While  there  have  been  many  changes 
in  blue-collar  pay-setting  since  then  with  respect  to  occupational  and 
agency  coverage,  agency  authorities,  and  administrative  procedures, 
the  basic  principle  is  over  100  years  old. 

The  Executive  Schedule 

The  key  management  and  policy-making  positions  in  the  Federal 
service  are  compensated  under  the  Executive  Schedule.  Secretaries  of 
cabinet  departments,  heads  of  agencies  and  their  principal  deputies, 
assistant  secretaries,  members  of  boards  and  commissions — a  total  of 
nearly  700  positions — are  assigned  to  one  of  the  five  levels  of  the 
Executive  Schedule,  largely  on  the  basis  of  protocol  and  interorgani- 
zational  alignment.  Virtually  all  the  positions  covered  by  the  Executive 
Schedule  are  created  by  statute  and  carry  specific  statutory  responsi- 
bilities and  authorities.  Appointments  to  many  of  the  positions  are  by 
the  President,  some  requiring  Senate  confirmation. 

Each  level  of  the  Executive  Schedule  is  paid  at  a  single  annual 
rate.  A  special  review  of  these  rates  is  conducted  every  four  years  by 
a  specially  appointed  commission.  Increases  were  enacted  in  1969  on 
the  basis  of  a  1968  review.  The  rates  recommended  by  the  President  on 
the  basis  of  the  report  of  the  subsequent  quadrennial  review  commis- 
sion were  rejected  by  the  Congress  in  1973.  Thus  rates  remained 
frozen  at  their  March  1969  levels— $36,000  at  level  V  up  to  $60,000  at 
level  I.  Beginning  October  1975,  these  rates  are  to  be  adjusted  auto- 
matically each  year  by  the  average  of  the  General  Schedule  adjust- 


457 


ment.  Since  October  1975,  level  V  has  been  $37,800,  level  I  $63,000. 
Because  level  V  is  by  law  the  ceiling  on  rates  under  most  other  pay 
systems,  most  of  which  are  adjusted  annually,  serious  compression  of 
pay  rates  at  senior  levels  of  the  General  Schedule  and  other  pay  sys- 
tems has  resulted.  This  is  discussed  more  fully  in  Chapter  IV. 

Other  Pay  Systems 

As  described  in  Appendix  B,  there  are,  in  addition  to  the  major 
pay  systems  just  described,  a  considerable  number  of  other,  separate, 
Federal  pay  systems.  Some  of  these  pay  systems  are  similar  to  one 
of  the  major  systems.  The  white-collar  pay  systems  of  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  and  the  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration,  for  example,  are  virtually  identical  to  the  General 
Schedule;  others  are  different.  Certain  agencies,  such  as  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  set  rates  for  their  blue-collar  employees  through 
collective  bargaining.  Some  pay  systems  cover  relatively  small  num- 
bers of  employees — for  example,  police  at  the  National  Zoo  and 
faculty  at  the  service  academies. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  Panel  believes  that  separate  pay  systems  should  exist  only 
when  there  are  compelling  reasons  for  non-uniform  compensation 
policies  for  all  Federal  employees.  Separate  pay  systems  which  are 
not  required  frustrate  the  application  of  uniform  compensation  poli- 
cies and  produce  inequities  among  employees  performing  the  same 
kinds  and  levels  of  work. 

A  comprehensive  review  of  the  many  separate  Federal  pay  systems 
now  in  existence  is  required  in  order  to  reaffirm  the  need  for  them  or 
to  propose  revocations  of  the  authorities  for  them  when  the  need  no 
longer  exists. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budg- 
et and  the  Civil  Service  Commission  review  the  need  for  the  many 
separate  Federal  civilian  pay  systems  now  in  existence,  with  the 
objective  of  proposing  legislation  to  eliminate  or  combine  separate 
plans  wherever  appropriate. 

Some  of  these  separate  systems  should  probably  be  absorbed  by 
one  of  the  major  systems.  Others  should  be  combined  with  special 
occupational  schedules  which  may  be  separated  out  of  the  General 
Schedule,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  III.  This  approach  will  provide  for 
improved  administration  of  compensation  policies  for  all  Federal 
workers  and  greater  central  control  of  the  Federal  compensation 
system. 


CHAPTER  II     The  Principle  of  Comparability 


Pay  Comparability 

Most  of  the  major  Federal  pay  systems  have  their  rates  set  on 
the  basis  of  "comparability"  with  private  enterprise  pay  rates  for 
similar  work.  The  method  for  achieving  comparability,  and  the  termi- 
nology, varies  with  the  pay  system. 
— The  General  Schedule,  Foreign  Service  schedules,  and  the  De- 
partment of  Medicine  and  Surgery  schedules  are  based  on  com- 
parability "with  private  enterprise  pay  rates  for  the  same  levels 
of  work." 
— Federal  Wage  System  rates  are  "maintained  in  line  with  prevail- 
ing levels  for  comparable  work  within  a  local  wage  area." 
— The  U.S.  Postal  Service  rates  are  established  through  collective 
bargaining,  "on  a  standard  of  comparability  to  the  compensation 
and  benefits  paid  for  comparable  levels  of  work  in  the  private 
sector  of  the  economy." 
The  regular,  periodic  adjustment  of  Federal  white-collar  pay  rates 
on  the  basis  of  a  uniform  standard  is  a  fairly  recent  development. 
Inflation  took  its  toll  on  the  purchasing  power  of  civil  service  salaries 
during  the  nineteenth  century;  nevertheless,  pay  adjustments  con- 
tinued to  be  made  irregularly,  and  were  based  more  on  political  than 
personnel  policy  considerations.  Except  for  some  minor  changes  in  the 
late  1920s  and  temporary  reductions  during  the  early  1930s,  the  pay 
rates  for  the  schedules  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1923  (the  imme- 
diate predecessor  of  the  General  Schedule)  remained  unchanged  from 
1923  to  1945.  Only  since  the  end  of  World  War  II  has  any  serious 
consideration  been  given  to  making  Federal  pay  adjustments  on  any 
orderly  basis. 

Starting  in  the  1950s,  various  interagency  panels  and  study  groups 
were  set  up  to  examine  the  problems  of  Federal  pay-setting.  Out  of 
these  efforts  came  the  theoretical  and  technical  bases  for  the  compara- 
bility principle.  Field-testing  of  the  survey  techniques  began  in  the 
late  1950s,  and  in  1962  the  President  formally  proposed  extending 
the  principle  on  which  blue-collar  pay  had  been  adjusted  for  a  cen- 
tury to  the  General  Schedule  and  the  other  statutory  pay  systems: 
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Adoption  of  the  principle  of  comparability  will  assure  eqiiity  for  the  Federal 
employee  with  his  equals  throughout  the  national  economy — enable  the  Gov- 
ernment to  compete  fairly  with  private  firms  for  qualified  personnel — and 
provide  at  last  a  logical  and  factual  standard  for  setting  Federal  salaries. 
Reflected  in  this  single  standard  are  such  legitimate  private  enterprise  pay 
considerations  as  cost  of  living,  standard  of  living,  and  productivity,  to  the 
same  extent  that  those  factors  are  resolved  into  the  "going  rate"  over  bargain- 
ing tables  and  other  salary  determining  processes  in  private  enterprise  through- 
out the  country.  ("Salary  Increases  for  Federal  Service  Employees",  House 
Document  Xo.  344,  S7th  Congress,  2nd  Session.) 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  Federal  Government's  compensation  system,  like  the  compen- 
sation system  of  any  large  organization,  should  provide  a  level  of  pay 
at  which  the  Federal  Government  can  compete  fairly  in  the  labor- 
market  for  well-qualified  employees  without  an  unnecessary  expendi- 
ture of  the  taxpayers'  money.  In  the  Panel's  opinion,  as  well  as  in 
the  opinion  of  virtually  all  those  who  commented  to  the  Panel  on 
this  issue,  the  principle  of  comparability  with  the  private  sector  has 
proved  to  be  a  sound  and  effective  basis  for  setting  Federal  pay  rates 
that  achieve  this  goal.  Because  of  the  need  to  provide  equity  to  both 
employees  and  the  taxpaying  public,  an  approach  which  permits 
measurement  on  an  objective  basis  is  essential.  The  comparability 
principle  meets  this  need. 

The  Pavel  recommends  that  the  comparability  principle  be  re- 
affirmed as  the  basis  for  establishing  and  adjusting  the  level  of 
Federal  pay  rates. 

Implementation  of  comparability  is.  of  course,  a  tremendously  com- 
plex process  for  a  workforce  as  large  as  the  Federal  Government's. 
There  are  a  number  of  changes  in  the  current  structures  and  methods 
which  the  Panel  believes  are  necessary  to  improve  the  process  and 
achieve  a  greater  degree  of  comparability.  These  points  are  addressed 
later  in  this  chapter  and  in  Chapters  III.  IV.  V.  VI,  and  VIII. 

At  the  present  time,  the  comparability  processes  for  the  General 
Schedule  (and  the  schedules  linked  to  it)  and  the  Federal  Wage 
System  are  on  a  one-year  cycle :  annual  pay  surveys  and  annual  pay 
adjustments.  The  Federal  Wage  System  alternates  full-scale  and 
wage-change  surveys;  the  General  Schedule  system  (described  in 
greater  detail  in  Chapter  V)  requires  an  annual  full-scale  survey. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  consideration  be  given  to  conducting 
major  Federal  pay  surveys  less  frequently  than  once  a  year  (for 
example,  every  three  years),  with  interim'  schedule  adjustments 
based  on  an  appropriate  statistical  indicator. 

The  result  of  this  approach  could  be  a  reduction  in  the  average 
annual  cost  of  survevs.  more  timely  results,  less  burden  on  non-Federal 
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sector  employers  who  must  provide  pay  rate  information,  and  better 
understanding  and  acceptance  of  pay  comparability  by  private  citizens 
and  Federal  employees. 

Total  Compensation  Comparability 

Up  to  the  present,  the  principle  of  comparability  with  the  private 
sector  has  been  applied  only  to  the  setting  of  basic  pay.  Benefits  are 
treated  separately. 

With  the  growth  of  the  size  and  significance  of  the  benefit  element 
of  employee  compensation  in  both  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  sec- 
tors, it  is  increasingly  important  that  the  comparability  principle  be 
extended  to  benefits  as  well  as  pay,  so  that  both  components  of  com- 
pensation can  be  treated  in  a  rational,  coherent  fashion.  A  great  deal 
of  valuable  research  has  been  conducted  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (see  its  July  1975  Report  on  the  "Need  For  A  Comparability 
Policy  For  Both  Pay  And  Benefits  Of  Federal  Civilian  Employees"), 
and  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  The  significance  of  benefits  in 
the  compensation  package  is  dramatically  illustrated  by  these  figures : 
in  fiscal  year  1974,  the  cost  to  the  Government  of  the  six  major  benefit 
items — health  insurance,  life  insurance,  retirement,  annual  leave,  sick 
leave,  and  paid  holidays — amounted  to  nearly  $8  billion,  almost  24 
percent  of  the  basic  civilian  payroll  of  just  over  $33  billion. 

The  introduction  of  benefits  into  a  comparability  program  is  a  com- 
plex undertaking.  Implementation  of  a  total  compensation  compara- 
bility package  can  vary  according  to  whether  pay  and  benefits  are 
treated  separately  or  as  an  integrated  whole ;  whether  a  level-of-bene- 
fits  or  a  cost-of -benefits  measurement  is  used ;  and  which  benefit  items 
are  included  in  the  package.  In  its  recommendation,  the  Panel  has 
not  chosen  from  among  the  alternative  combinations. 

Most  of  the  comments  received  by  the  Panel  endorsed  the  principle 
of  total  compensation  comparability.  Some  Federal  employee  unions, 
however,  expressed  fears  that  a  cost-of-benefits  rather  than  a  level-of- 
benefits  approach  to  benefits  comparisons  would  unfairly  inflate  the 
value  of  the  Federal  benefits  package. 

*The  Panel  endorses  the  prin-ciple  of  pay  and  benefits  compara- 
bility for  all  Federal  employees : 

Within  the  next  two  years,  development  and  testing  of  alterna- 
tives should  be  completed  and  experiments  conducted  to  determine 
the  manner  and  extent  to  which  the  principle  of  total  compara- 
bility of  pay  and  benefits  can  be  implemented. 

Initially,  the  major  pay  and  benefit  elements  that  should  be  in- 
cluded in  the  comparison  are:  basic  pay,  bonuses,  annual  leave, 
sick  leave,  holidays,  health  insurance,  life  insurance,  and  retire- 
ment. 
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A  uniform  benefits  package  should  be  applied  to  all  Federal  em- 
ployees except  for  those  in  specifically  identified  pay  systems  and 
occupations  where  there  is  a  need  for  specialized  benefits. 


CHAPTER  III     The  General  Schedule 
Internal/External  Alignment 

Internal  Alignment 

As  described  in  Chapter  I,  the  General  Schedule  consists  of  eighteen 
grades,  broadly  defined  in  law.  Each  grade  consists  of  all  positions 
which,  although  different  with  respect  to  kind  or  subject  matter  of 
work,  are  sufficiently  equivalent  as  to  level  of  difficulty,  responsibility, 
and  qualification  requirements  to  warrant  their  inclusion  within  one 
range  of  rates  of  basic  pay  in  the  General  Schedule. 

The  process  of  "job  evaluation"  by  which  each  job  is  examined  as 
to  level  of  duties,  responsibilities,  and  qualification  requirements  per- 
mits the  alignment  in  a  single  grade — for  pay  and  other  personnel 
management  purposes — of  otherwise  unlike  positions :  clerical,  tech- 
nical, professional,  administrative;  supervisory  and  nonsupervisory. 
This  process  of  internal  alignment  is  employed  by  most  large  organiza- 
tions. It  contributes  to  the  identification  of  training  needs,  the  estab- 
lishment of  career  ladders,  employee  morale,  and  many  other  purposes, 
such  as  the  equitable  setting  of  pay  rates  for  jobs  which  pay  survey 
data  is  difficult  or  impossible  to  obtain. 

External  Alignment 

Pay  rates  under  the  General  Schedule  are  maintained  on  the  basis 
of  comparability  with  private  enterprise  rates  for  the  same  levels  of 
work.  Since  each  General  Schedule  grade  includes  so  many  different 
kinds  of  occupations,  each  of  which  is  treated  the  same  in  the  Federal 
service  but  often  very  differently  in  the  private  sector,  proper  external 
alignment  of  rates  on  an  occupation-by-occupation  basis  is  difficult 
if  not  impossible  to  achieve. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

Both  internal  and  external  alignment  of  positions  are  important 
in  any  large  organization.  The  present  effort  to  strike  a  balance 
between  internal  and  external  alignment  under  the  General  Schedule 
is  awkward  because  of  the  significant  differences  among  positions 
which  the  General  Schedule  ignores.  At  present,  external  alignment 
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suffers.  The  Panel  believes  that  Federal  pay  policy  should  provide 
greater  external  alignment  of  Federal  pay  rates  with  non-Federal  pay 
rates  for  similar  kinds  and  levels  of  work.  A  better  balance  between 
internal  and  external  alignment  can  be  achieved  if  the  General  Sched- 
ule is  replaced  by  several  separate  groupings  of  positions.  Each  group- 
ing would  consist  of  positions  which  are  relatively  similar  with  respect 
to  such  characteristics  as : 

— the  labor  market  from  which  employees  are  normally  recruited 
(whether  national  or  local)  ; 

— the  degree  of  geographical  mobility  normally  expected  of 
employees ; 

— the  nature  of  private  sector  pay  practices  (nationwide  vs.  local 
pay  rates,  merit  vs.  length-of-service  within-grade  pay  advance- 
ment) ;  and 

— the  opportunity  for  individual  impact  on  the  character  of  the  job 
being  performed. 

Viewing  the  General  Schedule  in  terms  of  these  characteristics,  the 
Panel  finds  two  broad  categories  of  positions : 

— clerical  and  technical  positions,  usually  characterized  by  local 
labor  markets,  relative  lack  of  geographical  mobility,  and  pay 
rates  established  by  multi-location  companies  on  a  locality  basis; 
and 

— professional,  administrative,  managerial,  and  executive  positions, 
for  which  employees  are  usually  recruited  from  a  nationwide 
labor  market,  paid  on  a  nationwide  scale  by  most  private  com- 
panies, and  expected  to  be  geographically  mobile ;  and  which  pro- 
vide an  opportunity  for  employees  to  affect  the  character  of  indi- 
vidual jobs  and  even,  in  some  cases,  whole  Government  programs. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  the  General  Schedule  by  replaced  by 
two  separate  services : 

A  Clerical/ Technical  Service;  and 

A    Profess  ion  al/A  dm  in  is  t  rativ  e/ Manage  rial/Exe  cutiv  e    Service. 

A  primary  purpose  of  this  division  of  the  General  Schedule  is  to 
permit  pay  rates  to  be  established  in  accordance  with  pay  practices 
in  the  private  sector.  The  Clerical/Technical  Service  should  be  paid 
on  a  locality  or  other  geographical  basis,  as  discussed  later  in  this 
chapter;  pay  rates  for  the  Pro fessional/Administrative/Manage rial/ 
Executive  Service  should  be  on  a  nationwide  basis. 

Based  on  Civil  Service  Commission  statistics,  the  Panel  estimates 
that  about  600.000  of  the  1.4  million  General  Schedule  employees  come 
under  the  Clercial/Technical  Service,  and  about  800,000  under  the  Pro- 
fessional/Administrative/Managerial/Executive Service.  General  de- 
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scriptions  of  the  kinds  of  positions  which  come  under  each  Service 
are  in  Appendix  C. 

Executives  and  Managers 

In  the  Panel's  view,  the  traditional  personnel  management  meth- 
ods of  the  General  Schedule  have  not  proved  to  be  effective  tools  for 
the  proper  identification  and  management  of  executives  and  man- 
agers. Many  groups  have  recommended  separate  treatment  for  this  key 
personnel  resource  with  respect  to  one  or  more  aspects  of  the  person- 
nel management  system:  the  Senior  Civil  Service  recommended  by 
the  Second  Hoover  Commission  (1955)  ;  the  Federal  Executive  Service 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  (1971-72) ;  the  Executive  Evalua- 
tion System  of  the  Job  Evaluation  and  Pay  Review  Task  Force  (1972) . 
In  a  recent  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  "Critical  Need  For  A  Better 
System  For  Adjusting  Top  Executive,  Legislative,  And*  Judicial 
Salaries"  (February  1975),  the  Comptroller  General  wrote: 

Changes  [in  the  executive  personnel  system]  are  desirable  to  give  manage- 
ment greater  flexibility  in  assigning  pay  and  establishing  responsibility  levels. 
The  three  supergrade  responsibility  levels  are  often  too  restrictive.  The  Con- 
gress may  want  to  again  consider  establishing  broad  salary  bands  or  estab- 
lishing more  grades. 

The  Panel  endorses  the  principle  of  a  separate  Federal  executive 
service  to  cover  positions  involving  bona  fide  managerial  and  execu- 
tive duties,  and  urges  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  be  directed 
to  develop  a  legislative  proposal  for  such  a  service.  Such  a  proposal 
should  include  provisions  for  a  separate  executive  pay  system  with 
features  appropriate  to  this  category  of  positions.  While  the  Panel 
recognizes  that  full  comparability  with  private  industry  with  respect 
to  the  levels  of  pay  and  benefits  is  not  feasible  in  Federal  employment, 
similarity  of  treatment  with  respect  to  kinds  of  incentives  and  rewards 
is  both  possible  and  desirable. 

Special  Occupational  Schedules 

A  relatively  uniform  set  of  personnel  management  policies  and 
practices — job  evaluation,  promotion  patterns,  within-grade  pay  ad- 
vancement, as  well  as  basic  pay-setting — applies  to  all  positions  under 
the  General  Schedule.  These  traditional  personnel  management  meth- 
ods have  not  proved  to  be  effective  tools  for  managing  certain  special- 
ized occupations.  The  job  alignment  and  evaluation,  career  progres- 
sion, and  compensation  practices  generally  found  in  the  non-Federal 
sector  for  certain  occupations  are  so  radically  different  from  the  prac- 
tices for  most  other  occupations  under  the  General  Schedule  that  the 
Federal  Government's  management  abilities  have  been  severely 
hampered. 
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In  the  past,  the  shortcomings  of  the  General  Schedule  in  dealing 
with  these  specialized  occupations  have  been  dealt  with  by  the  estab- 
lishment of  separate  statutory  systems,  such  as  those  for  doctors,  den- 
tists, and  nurses  in  the  Veterans  Administration,  and  for  overseas 
teachers  in  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  proliferation  of  separate 
systems  and  the  resulting  inequities  have  already  been  addressed  by 
the  Panel  in  Chapter  I.  The  Panel  believes  that  the  executive  branch 
should  be  given  the  authority  to  identify  and  meet  special  needs  in 
a  manner  that  is  both  competitive  with  the  non-Federal  sector  and 
equitable  throughout  the  Federal  service. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  the  executive  branch  he  authorized 
to  establish  special  compensation  schedules  and  personnel  systems 
for  specif c  occupations  for  which  management  is  significantly 
handicapped  in  recruiting  and  managing  a  well -qualified  workforce 
because  the  generally  applicable  classification  and  pay  pla,n  does 
not  permit  adequate  job  evaluation^  career  progression,  and/or  pay. 
The  Civil  Service  Commissio/n  should  establish  specific  and  well- 
defined  criteria  and  procedures  by  which  essential  management 
needs  for  special  schedules  can  be  identified. 

Successful  administration  of  the  special  schedule  system  will  hinge 
on  the  development  and  application  of  criteria  to  evaluate  manage- 
ment needs.  Examples  of  circumstances  which  might  justify  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  special  occupational  schedule  are : 

— A  non-Federal  occupational  structure  for  which  the  usual  Fed- 
eral approach  does  not  provide  a  practical  salary  and/or  career 
structure. 

— A  method  of  determining  job  value  in  the  private  sector  which 
is  so  different  from  the  usual  Federal  approach — rank-in-person 
grading,  for  example — that  proper  evaluation  and  compensa- 
tion is  difficult  or  impossible  under  the  Federal  approach. 

— Federal  regular  schedule  rates  which  are  so  non-competitive  with 
the  private  sector  as  to  handicap  recruitment  and  retention. 

Locality  or  Geographical   Pay  Differences 

Pay  rates  under  the  General  Schedule  are  derived  from  a  national 
survey  and  are  applicable  to  all  positions  on  a  nationwide  basis. 
Analysis  of  the  available  data,  however,  indicates  that  pay  rates  for 
clerical  and  technical  jobs  in  the  private  sector  vary  widely  among 
localities  and  geographical  areas.  Because  of  these  local  or  geographi- 
cal differences  in  rates  for  clerical  and  technical  jobs,  the  Federal 
Government  with  its  national  pay  scale  "overpays"  in  some  areas  and 
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"underpays"  in  others,  relative  to  the  applicable  labor  market.  This 
is  not  equitable  to  Federal  employees  or  to  the  general  public. 

The  need  for  placing  clerical  and  technical  employees  on  a  locality 
or  geographical  pay  basis  in  order  to  achieve  a  more  realistic  balance 
between  internal  and  external  alignment  considerations  has  been 
recognized  by  many  study  groups  in  the  past  quarter  century:  the 
First  Hoover  Commission  (1949),  the  Interdepartmental  Committee 
on  Civilian  Compensation  ( 1957) ,  the  Job  Evaluation  and  Pay  Review 
Task  Force  (1972),  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  in  the  recently- 
issued  Report  of  the  Comptroller  General,  "Federal  White-Collar  Pay 
Systems  Need  Substantial  Changes"  (1975). 

Most  of  the  recent  studies  of  the  differences  in  clerical  salaries 
among  areas  are  based  on  the  Area  Wage  Surveys  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  in  over  90  metropolitan  areas.  The  office 
clerical  occupations  covered  by  these  Area  Wage  Surveys  include 
most  of  the  clerical  jobs  covered  by  the  National  Survey  of  Profes- 
sional, Administrative,  Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay  on  which  recom- 
mendations for  General  Schedule  pay  adjustments  are  based.  Data 
for  February  1974,  for  example,  shows  that  the  area  relative  pay 
levels  for  the  office  clerical  occupational  group  as  a  whole  (that  is,  the 
average  rate  for  all  office  clerical  occupations  in  a  given  area  expressed 
as  a  percentage  of  the  all-area  average  rate  for  the  group)  ranged  from 
a  low  of  80  to  a  high  of  118. 

Civil  Service  Commission  analyses  indicate  that  similar  geographi- 
cal differences  exist  when  technical  and  medical  support  positions  are 
added  to  the  sample  of  office  clerical  occupations.  The  evidence  also 
indicates  that  interarea  differences,  in  both  dollar  and  percentage 
terms,  have  increased  over  the  period  1962  to  1974. 

Most  of  the  private  employers,  Governors,  and  Federal  agency 
managers  who  responded  to  the  Federal  Register  notice  on  this  issue 
favored  the  establishment  of  local  pay  schedules  for  Federal  technical 
and  clerical  employees.  Federal  employee  unions,  on  the  other  hand, 
favored  the  retention  of  a  single  nationwide  schedule  for  all  Federal 
wThite-collar  employees. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  Panel  believes  that  effective  implementation  of  the  compa- 
rability principle  and  maintenance  of  reasonable  external  alignment 
of  pay  rates  require  that  Federal  clerical  and  technical  employees 
be  paid  on  a  locality  or  geographical  rate  basis. 

*The  Panel  recommends  locality  or  geographical  pay  differences 
for  the  proposed  new  Clerical/ Technical  Service  so  as  to  achieve 
better  comparability  and  alignment  with  private  sector  pay  rates. 
The  Panel  further  recommends  that  legislation  to  implement  locality 
or  geographical  pay  differences  be  prepared  at  the  earliest  possible 
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date  with  a  view  toward  its  submission  to  the  Congress  early  in 
1976.  The  proposal  should  ensure  that  incumbent  employees  are 
protected  against  reductions  in  pay,  and  should  recognise  that  full 
implementation  may  require  several  years  to  reach  the  appropriate 
locality  or  geographical  rates. 

Within-Grade  Increases 

Under  the  General  Schedule,  an  employee  can  receive  a  pay  increase 
within  his  grade  in  one  of  two  ways : 

— A  step  increase  based  on  performance  which  is  "of  an  acceptable 
level  of  competence"  during  the  prescribed  waiting  period. 

— An  additional  step  increase  "in  recognition  of  high  quality  per- 
formance above  that  ordinarily  found  in  the  type  of  position 
concerned." 

Historically,  98  percent  of  General  Schedule  employees  have  received 
accept able-level-of -competence  increases  at  time  of  eligibility;  fewer 
than  2  percent  have  had  the  increase  withheld  for  failure  to  meet 
this  minimum  standard.  On  the  average,  fewer  than  2  percent  have 
received  quality  step  increases  each  year. 

Most  private  employers  and  Federal  agency  managers  who  re- 
sponded to  the  Federal  Register  notice  on  this  issue  favored  changing 
the  emphasis  on  within-grade  advancement  from  longevity  to  merit. 
Federal  employee  unions  expressed  skepticism  about  management's 
ability  to  make  the  necessary  judgments  about  individual  performance 
in  a  fair  and  objective  manner,  and  favored  retention  of  the  present 
system. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

For  employees  in  occupations  which  provide  significant  oppor- 
tunity for  individual  initiative  and  individual  impact  on  the  Charac- 
ter of  the  job  being  performed,  a  procedure  for  granting  within-grade 
increases  which  provides  a  closer  and  clearer  connection  between  per- 
formance and  within-grade  pay  advancement  than  is  possible  under 
current  procedures  is  needed.  Both  the  size  and  the  frequency  of  an 
employee's  within-grade  advancement  should  be  tied  directly  to  his 
performance  on  the  job. 

*The  Panel  recommends  replacement  of  the  current  system  for 
granting  within-grade  increases  with  a  "merit  increase"  system  for 
employees  of  the  proposed  new  Professional/ Administrative/ Man- 
agerial/Executive  Service.  The  new  system  shmdd  place  greater- 
emphasis  on  the  recognition  and  reward  of  meritorious  performance 
than  on  time  in  grade.  Advancement  within  the  grade  should  be  on 
the  basis  of  performance  of  a  demonstrably  meritorious  nature.  A 
period  of  testing  should  precede  actual  implementation. 
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The  new  within- grade  system,  should  not  apply  to  employees  in 
the  proposed  new  Clerical /Technical  Service,  who  should  con- 
tinue to  receive  within-grade  increases  based  on  length  of  service 
and  satisfactory  performance. 

Annual  performance  appraisals  should  provide  the  basis  for  an 
employee^  eligibility  for  within-grade  advancement. 

Supervisory  training  should  be  improved  to  ensure  objectivity  and 
fairness  in  the  evaluation  of  employee  performance. 

A  umerit  increase  budget"  or  other  control  technique  should  be 
established  to  ensure  that  costs  of  merit  increases  are  properly 
regulated. 

The  system  should  take  into  consideration  the  experience  of  the 
private  sector  with  merit  increase  plans,  and  should  be  thoroughly 
tested  prior  to  implementation. 

A  system  with  these  features  will  provide  proper  incentives  for 
superior  performance,  and  will  better  fulfill  the  legal  requirement  that 
"pay  distinctions  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  and  perform- 
ance distinctions." 
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CHAPTER  IV     Executive  Pay 


The  success  or  failure  of  major  Federal  programs — national  defense, 
international  relations  and  diplomacy,  scientific  research,  social  wel- 
fare, health,  finance,  intergovernmental  relations,  and  many  others — 
depends  heavily  on  the  performance  of  executives  and  managers.  To 
the  extent  that  pay  is  important  for  morale  and  motivation,  Federal 
executives  and  managers  have  absorbed  severe  blows  in  the  past  six 
years.  This  is  as  significant  an  issue  as  any  of  those  examined  by  the 
Panel. 

A  noted  in  Chapter  I,  the  salary  rate  for  level  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  is  the  ceiling  on  salary  rates  for  positions  under  most  other 
pay  systems.  Because  Executive  Schedule  rates  have  been  adjusted  (up 
to  this  year)  only  on  a  quadrennial  basis,  while  salary  rates  for  most 
other  Federal  pay  systems  have  been  adjusted  annually,  a  serious  prob- 
lem of  pay  compression  has  developed  at  senior  levels  of  the  General 
Schedule,  the  Foreign  Service,  and  the  Department  of  Medicine  and 
Surgery.  In  fact,  despite  the  quadrennial  review  process,  no  increases 
for  the  Executive  Schedule  were  granted  between  March  1969  and 
September  1975.  Over  this  period,  General  Schedule  pay  rates  rose  an 
average  of  fifty  percent,  as  did  the  cost  of  living.  Thus,  there  has  been 
a  serious  erosion  in  the  purchasing  power  of  salaries  which  have  re- 
mained frozen. 

Detailed  information  on  the  impact  of  the  salary  compression  on 
recruitment  and  retention,  retirement  rates,  and  the  relationship  of 
Federal  salaries  to  salaries  for  State  and  local  government  executives, 
is  presented  with  telling  effect  in  the  February  1975  Report  of  the 
Comptroller  General  on  the  "Critical  Need  For  A  Better  System  For 
Adjusting  Top  Executive,  Legislative,  And  Judicial  Salaries." 

The  belief  on  the  part  of  many  senior-level  employees  that  significant 
pay  relief  has  not  been  forthcoming,  combined  with  the  financial  at- 
tractiveness of  civil  service  retirement,  has  created  a  situation  in  which 
key  executives,  scientists,  engineers,  and  diplomats  are  resigning  or 
opting  for  premature  retirement  at  an  alarming  rate.  From  1969  to 
the  present,  the  rate  of  executive  resignations  and  retirements  more 
than  doubled.  In  fact,  employees  whose  salaries  have  been  frozen  are 
retiring  early  at  three  times  the  rate  for  all  Government  employees. 
These  early  retirees  are  mostly  in  the  55  to  59  age  range;  the  Govern- 
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ment  is  thus  deprived  of  five  to  ten  years  of  additional  service  by 
these  experienced  workers.  The  Panel  views  this  development  with 
great  concern. 

For  six  years— 1969  to  1975— level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule 
remained  frozen  at  $36,000.  In  the  Panel's  opinion,  the  failure  to  effect 
pay  increases  for  the  Executive  Schedule  in  1973  at  the  time  of  the 
last  quadrennial  review  was  a  consequence  of  the  tacit  equivalence  be- 
tween the  salary  for  level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  and  the  salary 
for  Members  of  Congress.  Each  year  during  this  six-year  period  in- 
creases in  the  rates  for  the  General  Schedule  and  the  schedules  linked 
to  it  added  another  group  of  employees  whose  comparability  rates 
"bumped"  against  the  level  V  ceiling,  to  the  point  where  rates  at 
grades  as  low  as  GS-15  are  at  the  ceiling.  The  recent  enactment  of 
Public  Law  94-82 — under  which  salaries  for  the  Executive  Schedule 
will  henceforth  be  adjusted  annually  by  the  average  General  Schedule 
adjustment — more  or  less  freezes  this  compression  for  the  time  being, 
but  does  nothing  to  relieve  it.  The  five  percent  adjustment  in  October 
1975  under  the  new  law  raised  the  level  V  rate  from  $36,000  to  $37,800. 
Since  General  Schedule  rates  were  also  increased  by  five  percent,  the 
compression  merely  continues  at  a  slightly  higher  dollar  level.  There 
is  an  obvious  need  to  increase  Congressional  salaries,  or  to  break  the 
link  between  executive  and  Congressional  salaries. 

Executive  branch  salaries  have  not  been  the  only  ones  affected  by 
the  six-year  freeze.  The  same  problem  exists  in  the  judicial  and  legis- 
lative branches.  The  Chief  Justice  reports  that  as  a  result  of  frozen 
salaries  a  number  of  Federal  judges  have  left  the  bench  to  return  to 
private  law  practice  and  others  are  planning  to  do  so.  Virtually  all 
those  who  responded  to  the  Federal  Register  notice  on  this  issue 
agreed  that  significant  increases  in  executive  salaries  are  long  overdue. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  the  pay  rates  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  be  increased  substantially.  Because  of  the  size  of  the  in- 
crease that  is  warranted,  it  may  be  desirable  to  phase  in  the  total  in- 
crease over  a  period  of  time.  The  Executive  Schedule  should  be 
raised  to  the  point  that  level  V  exceeds  the  present  comparability 
rate  for  GS-1S.  This  is  essential  to  alleviate  the  demotivating  com- 
pression which  has  held  down  rates  for  senior-level  positions  over 
the  past  six  years.  The  existing  linkage  between  level  II  of  the 
Executive  Schedule  and  Congressional  salaries  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  continue  to  distort  or  improperly  depress  executive 
salaries. 

The  appropriate  body  to  develop  precise  pay  rate  recommendations 
is  the  Commission  on  Executive,  Legislative,  and  Judicial  Salaries 
which  is  scheduled  to  be  appointed  in  fiscal  year  1977.  These  increases 
in  the  Executive  Schedule  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  grossly  inade- 
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quate  salary  rates  will  not  be  a  bar  to  the  Government's  ability  to 
recruit  and  retain  top-quality  executive  and  managerial  talent,  and 
to  ensure  that  pay  distinctions  will  be  maintained  between  the  Execu- 
tive Schedule  and  the  General  Schedule  (or  the  proposed  new  Profes- 
sional/Administrative/Managerial/Executive Service)  and  among 
the  upper  grades  of  the  General  Schedule. 
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CHAPTER  V  The  Survey  and  Pay  Rate  Determi- 
nation Processes  of  the  General 
Schedule 


The  Survey  Process 

Pay  rate  adjustments  for  the  General  Schedule  (and,  by  linkage, 
the  Foreign  Service  and  Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery  sched- 
ules) are  based  on  an  annual  National  Survey  of  Professional,  Ad- 
ministrative, Technical,  and  Clerical  Pay  (PATC)  conducted,  as 
required  by  law,  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Under  the  Federal  Pay  Comparability  Act  of  1970,  the  PATC 
Survey  is  to  be  designed  by  an  Agent  designated  by  the  President. 
At  present  the  Agent  is  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commis- 
sion and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  acting 
jointly.  Survey  design  includes  such  matters  as  what  industries  to 
include,  the  minimum  size  of  establishments,  and  what  jobs  to  survey. 
In  designing  the  survey,  the  Agent  is  required  to  consult  with  a  five- 
member  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  representing  Federal  em- 
ployee unions.  This  consultative  process  ensures  a  fair  hearing  and 
consideration  of  employee  views  and  interests. 

The  Pay  Rate  Determination  Process 

The  process  of  translating  survey  data  into  recommended  Federal 
pay  rates  involves  three  steps :  weighting  the  survey  data,  determin- 
ing the  pattern  of  intergrade  differentials,  and  fitting  a  payline  to  the 
raw  data.  As  with  the  survey  design,  the  Agent  is  required  to  consult 
with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  during  the  pay  rate  deter- 
mination process. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  survey  design  and  pay  rate  determination  processes  are  com- 
plex and  highly  technical  matters  which  have  a  significant  effect  on 
Federal  pay  rates  and,  therefore,  on  the  budgetary  impact  of  the  Fed- 
eral payroll.  The  final  decision-making  on  these  issues — properly,  in 
the  Panel's  opinion,  in  the  hands  of  responsible  Government  officials — 
requires  careful  analysis  and  exploration  of  the  various  alternative 
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approaches  and  their  respective  implications.  While  not  endorsing  all 
the  proposals  made  and  actions  taken  in  the  past  five  years,  the  Panel 
believes  that  the  Agent  and  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  should 
be  commended  for  the  spirit  in  which  they  have  approached  the  dif- 
ficult task  of  introducing  needed  changes  into  the  comparability 
process. 

The  Panel  believes  that  certain  changes — some  statutory,  some 
already  within  the  Agent's  administrative  authority — will  improve 
the  comparability  process. 

Statutory  Changes 

The  law  now  restricts  the  PATC  Survey  to  "private  enterprise"; 
this  generally  provides  an  adequate  survey  base  for  pay-setting.  State 
and  local  governments  are  not  surveyed.  While  the  Panel  believes  that 
the  economic  decision-making  and  market  forces  of  the  private  sector 
should  be  the  principal  factors  in  determining  rates  of  pay  for  Federal 
employees  under  the  comparability  principle,  there  are  instances  in 
which  State  and  local  governments,  in  particular  local  areas  or  for 
particular  occupations,  are  significant  employers  whose  inclusion  in 
the  survey,  therefore,  is  necessary  for  adequate  sampling  and 
job-matching. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  Federal  pay  laws  be  amended  to 
permit  the  inclusion  of  State  and  local  governments  in  Federal  pay 
surveys  whenever  necessary  to  obtain  adequate  samples  and  appro- 
priate job  matches. 

Administrative  Changes 

The  Panel  recommends  that  those  private  nonprofit  organizations 
which  are  presently  excluded  from  the  PATC  Survey  be  included 
in  Federal  pay  surveys  whenever  necessary  to  obtain  adequate  sam- 
ples and  job  matches  not  otherwise  available  in  the  private  sector. 

The  Panel  recommends  that  through  the  revieio  of  survey  expe- 
rience, special  analyses,  and  field  tests  of  proposed  changes  the 
Agent  continue  its  efforts  to  ensure: 

appropriate  industry  coverage  of  surveys; 

appropriate  criteria  for  minimum  establishment  size; 

survey  job  coverage  which  is  representative  of  the  kinds  and 

numbers  of  occupations  under  the  General  Schedule; 

proper  weighting  of  survey  data;  and 

proper  curve- fitting ; 

in  accordance  with  the  best  available  statistical  techniques.  Atten- 
tion should  also  be  given  to  the  effects  that  changes  in  survey 
coverage  will  have  on  time  requirements,  costs,  and  cooperative 
relationships  with  employers  providing  data. 
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CHAPTER  VI     The  Federal  Wage  System 


The  Federal  Wage  System  is  the  basic  classification  and  pay  system 
for  the  Government's  nearly  one-half-million  trade,  craft,  and  labor — 
blue-collar — employees.  Pay  rates,  as  described  in  Chapter  I,  are  fixed 
and  adjusted  in  accordance  with  local  prevailing  rates. 

The  basic  policies  of  the  Federal  Wage  System  are  established  by 
statute.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  establishes  the  operating  poli- 
cies and  procedures  within  the  framework  of  the  statute.  Among  the 
items  over  which  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has  authority  are: 

— Definitions  of  wage  areas  (there  are  137  local  wage  areas  at  pres- 
ent covering  the  50  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  Puerto 
Rico). 

— The  basic  design  of  local  wage  surveys:  what  industries  and 
establishments  to  include  (subject  to  the  statutory  requirement 
that  these  be  in  private  enterprise)  and  what  jobs  to  survey. 

— The  grade  structure  of  wage  schedules  (the  statute  requires  that 
each  grade  of  a  regular  nonsupervisory  schedule  have  five  steps, 
four  percent  apart,  with  step  2  as  the  fixed  "payline"  rate) .  While 
wage  rates  vary  from  area  to  area,  the  basic  grade  structure  is 
uniform  nationwide. 

— Uniform  job- grading  standards. 

— Payline  construction  methods. 

Local  wage  surveys  are  conducted,  and  local  wage  schedules  issued, 
by  the  "lead"  agency  designated  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for 
each  area.  Currently,  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration, and  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
serve  in  this  capacity.  The  lead  agency  may  augment  the  required 
industry  and  job  coverage  of  local  surveys  when  warranted  by  local 
Federal  and  private  employment  patterns.  In  accordance  with  the 
statute,  full-scale  surveys  are  conducted  in  each  local  area  every  two 
years ;  briefer  wage-change  surveys  are  conducted  in  alternate  years. 

The  decision-making  processes  of  the  Federal  Wage  System  are 
characterized  by  a  significant  degree  of  participation  by  Federal  agen- 
cies and  employee  unions.  Three  levels  of  advisory  committees  provide 
forums  for  debate  of  issues  between  management  and  labor : 

— The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  advised  by  the  eleven-member 
Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee,  composed  of  five 
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union  members,  five  agency  members  (including  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Commission  and  the  Department  of  Defense  as  permanent 
members),  and  a  chairman  appointed  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission. 

— An  Agency  Wage  Committee  in  each  lead  agency  advises  the 
lead  agency  on  such  matters  as  the  details  of  design  of  local 
surveys,  review  of  survey  data,  and  the  establishment  of  local 
wage  schedules.  Each  committee  is  composed  of  two  manage- 
ment members,  two  union  members,  and  a  chairman  appointed 
by  the  lead  agency. 

— Local  wage  survey  committees  in  each  area — a  union  member, 
a  management  member,  and  a  management -appointed  chairman — 
oversee  the  conduct  of  local  surveys. 

While  these  committees  are  advisory  only — the  final  decisions  are 
made  by  responsible  Government  officials — both  management  and 
labor  treat  the  process  with  seriousness  and  thought  fulness.  Both  sides 
believe  the  process  produces  results  which  are  fair  and  equitable. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

In  the  Panel's  opinion,  the  policies  and  practices  of  the  Federal 
Wage  System  have  proved  effective.  The  local  prevailing  rate  prin- 
ciple has  been  and  continues  to  be  a  sound  basis  for  pay  rate  deter- 
minations. Within  its  administrative  flexibility,  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  taking  steps,  in  consultation  with  agencies  and  employee 
unions,  to  improve  the  implementation  of  this  principle.  The  Panel 
supports  these  efforts. 

There  are,  however,  several  statutory  features  of  the  Federal  Wage 
System  which  cause  departures  from  the  basic  prevailing  rate  prin- 
ciple, resulting  in  an  unfair  competitive  advantage  for  the  Federal 
Government,  and  unjustifiable  payroll  costs. 

*The  Panel  recommends  repeal  or  amendment  of  the  folloiiring 
statutory  provisions  of  the  Federal  Wage  System,  each  of  which 
contributes  to  significant  departures  from  the  local  prevailing  rate 
principle : 

The  requirement  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  local  wage 
rates  will  be  set  in  consideration  of  survey  data  from  outside  the 
area  should  be  repealed. 

The  provision  for  uniform  percentage  night  shift  differentials 
should  be  amended  to  provide  that  such  differentials  be  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  prevailing  practices  in  each  wage  area. 
The  requirement  that  each  grade  of  a  regular  wage  schedule 
have  five  steps  should  be  amended  to  provide  that  step-rate  struc- 
tures be  established  in  accordance  with  the  predominant  industry 
practice  on  a  natiomvide  basis. 
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The  requirement  for  a  fixed  pay  line  step  should  be  amended  to 
provide  for  wage  schedule  adjustments  on  the  basis  of  compari- 
sons betioeen  average  rates  in  industry  and  average  rates  being 
paid  to  Federal  wage  employees. 

The  present  restriction  of  wage  surveys  to  private  enterprise  only 
should  be  amended  to  permit  the  inclusion  of  State  and  local 
governments  tvhenever  necessary  to  obtain  adequate  samples  and 
appropriate  job  matches. 
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CHAPTER  VII     Premium  Pay 

Premium  pay  is  one  of  the  most  complicated  areas  of  Federal  com- 
pensation. Laws,  regulations,  and  instructional  manuals  on  such  items 
as  overtime,  night  differentials,  hazard  pay,  Sunday  and  holiday  pre- 
miums, and  standby  pay  are  staggering  in  their  bulk  and  detail.  While 
the  necessary  complexities  of  premium  pay  should  not  be  minimized, 
the  Panel  believes  that  much  of  the  confusion  results  from  inconsist- 
encies in  laws  and  regulations  which  provide  special  treatment  for  cer- 
tain agencies  or  for  special  categories  of  employees.  These  inconsist- 
encies, the  result  of  piecemeal  legislation  over  a  long  period  of  time, 
have  previously  been  pointed  out  in  studies  conducted  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office,  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  the  Job  Evalua- 
tion and  Pay  Review  Task  Force. 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

A  systematic  review  of  this  large  and  complicated  body  of  laws, 
regulations,  and  administrative  practices  should  be  undertaken  to 
determine  what  premium  pay  practices  are  currently  justified  in  the 
light  of  practices  in  the  non-Federal  sector  and  any  special  require- 
ments of  the  Federal  service.  Departures  by  specific  agencies  or  for 
specific  groups  of  employees  from  a  uniform  pattern  of  premium  pay 
practices  should  exist  only  where  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct 
of  the  public  service. 

*The  Panel  recommends  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  com- 
plete, as  soon  as  possible,  Its  current  comprehensive  studies  of  Federal 
premium  pay  practices^  and  that  it  develop,  in  consultation  with 
other  agencies  and  labor  organizations,  appropriate  legislative  and 
regulatory  proposals  to  establish  a  comprehensive  program  that  will 
eliminate  conflicting  or  contradictory  requirements,  and  provide 
equitable  premium  compensation  to  all  Federal  employees  working 
under  similar  circumstances. 

This  recommendation  contemplates  a  task  force,  under  Civil  Service 
Commission  sponsorship,  to  examine  pertinent  statutes  and  adminis- 
trative regulations  in  detail.  The  task  force  should  obtain  the  views 
of  agencies  and  employee  groups,  and  study  relevant  data  from  prior 
studies  and  from  outside  the  Federal  service.  Specific  areas  to  be  re- 
viewed should  include : 
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-Overtime  pay,  including  inconsistencies  and  conflicts  among  cur- 
rent laws. 

-Night  differentials. 

-Special  provisions  for  specific  agencies  and  groups  of  employees. 
-Administratively  uncontrollable  overtime. 
-Premium  pay  elements  in  the  retirement  base. 
-Sunday  and  holiday  pay. 
-Hazard  and  environmental  differential  pay. 
-Standby  pay. 
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CHAPTER  VIM     Roles  and  Responsibilities  in  Fed 

eral  Compensation 


The  General  Schedule 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  V,  the  pay-setting  process  of  the  General 
Schedule  involves  the  design  of  a  pay  survey  and  the  translation  of 
survey  results  into  proposed  new  pay  rates  by  an  Agent  designated 
by  the  President  (currently  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
acting  jointly).  In  carrying  out  these  responsibilities,  the  Agent  is 
required,  in  accordance  with  guidelines  set  forth  in  the  law,  to  estab- 
lish a  five-member  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  representing  Fed- 
eral employee  unions,  provide  for  meetings  with  the  Council,  and 
"give  thorough  consideration  to  the  Ariews  and  recommendations  of  the 
Council". 

The  Agent  and  the  Council  discuss  a  broad  range  of  issues  related 
to  the  pay-setting  process :  industry  and  job  coverage  of  surveys,  sur- 
vey job  definitions,  and  type  of  payline,  for  example.  Differences  be- 
tween the  two  parties  are  debated  at  length ;  the  Agent  is  receptive  to 
counter  proposals  and  arguments  put  forth  by  the  Council.  At  the 
Panel's  public  hearings  in  August,  union  spokesmen  commented  favor- 
ably on  what  they  saw  as  improvements  in  this  consultative  process, 
and  commended  the  Agent  for  this  more  constructive  relationship. 

The  Panel  believes  that  this  cooperative  attitude  on  the  part  of  the 
Agent  is  desirable,  and  urges  that  continuing  efforts  be  made  to 
strengthen  this  constructive  interaction. 

After  the  consultative  process  between  the  Agent  and  the  Council 
has  been  completed  and  a  recommended  pay  adjustment  made  to  the 
President  by  the  Agent,  a  three -member  Advisory  Committee  on  Fed- 
eral Pay,  appointed  by  the  President  from  among  pay  and  labor  rela- 
tions experts  outside  the  Federal  service,  reviews  the  entire  process 
and  makes  an  independent  recommendation  to  the  President.  At  this 
point,  the  Advisory  Committee  normally  meets  with  the  Agent  and 
with  the  Council.  The  Advisory  Committee  does  not  attend  the  earlier 
meetings  between  the  Agent  and  the  Council. 

Controversies  are  inevitable  when  two  parties  with  such  widely  dif- 
fering views  as  management  and  labor  meet  to  discuss  the  interpreta- 
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tion  and  implementation  of  major  policies.  The  Panel  recognizes  that 
close,  day-to-day  working  contacts,  as  well  as  the  presence  of  a  third 
party,  can  often  play  a  valuable  role  in  labor-management  relations. 
The  Agent  and  the  Council  also  recognized  this  when  they  recently 
sought  to  obtain  the  opinion  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  the  dis- 
puted survey  job  definitions  for  Secretary  and  Computer  Operator. 
The  Panel  believes  that  the  conduct  and  credibility  of  the  pay-setting 
process  would  be  enhanced  if  the  three  principal  participants,  the 
Agent,  the  Council,  and  the  Advisory  Committee,  while  retaining  their 
separate  statutory  identities  and  responsibilities,  were  to  interact  on 
a  more  regular,  ongoing  basis. 

The  Panel  recommends  that  the  President's  Agent,  the  Federal 
Employees  Pay  Council,  and  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal 
Pay  meet  jointly  on  a  regular  basis  throughout  the  year  to  discuss 
and  resolve  the  issues  involved  in  the  pay -setting  process,  with  a  view 
toward  formulating  a  common  recommendation  to  the  President 
on  the  pay  adjustment  required  to  achieve  comparability . 

When  agreement  among  the  participants  is  not  reached,  separate 
reports  can  be  presented  to  the  President  for  his  consideration,  as  is 
now  the  case.  This  would  expand  the  relationship  of  the  three  entities 
in  the  process.  The  statutory  responsibilities  of  the  parties  involved  to 
make  independent  recommendations  to  the  President  would,  however, 
remain  unchanged.  Provision  should  also  be  made  for  appropriate 
consultation  with  employee  organizations  not  represented  on  the  Coun- 
cil, as  is  now  required  under  the  law.  This  proposal  is  one  example  of 
how  the  pay-setting  process  can  be  structured  to  assure  unions  that 
final  decisions,  while  remaining  in  the  hands  of  appropriate  Govern- 
mental officials,  will  be  reached  only  after  full  consultation  with  the 
unions  and  consideration  of  their  views  and  concerns. 

The  Federal  Wage  System 

The  decisionmaking  structure  of  the  Federal  Wage  System,  with 
its  provisions  for  participation  at  all  levels  by  employee  unions  and 
agency  management,  appears  to  be  working  satisfactorily.  In  Chapter 
VI  the  Panel  recommended  a  number  of  statutory  changes  in  the  sur- 
vey and  pay  rate  determination  processes  of  the  Federal  Wage  System 
designed  to  improve  the  implementation  of  the  prevailing  rate  prin- 
ciple. These  recommendations  are  technical  in  nature  and  do  not  affect 
the  roles  played  by  the  various  participants  in  the  decisionmaking 
processes  of  the  Federal  Wage  System. 

The  Panel  recommends  continuation  of  the  present  roles  in  the 
decisionmaking  processes  of  the  Federal  Wage  System. 
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The  United  States  Postal  Service 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Postal  Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  the  U.S. 
Postal  Service  is  separate  in  most  respects  from  other  Federal  agen- 
cies. Pay  rates  for  Postal  Service  employees  are  determined  through 
collective  bargaining  between  Postal  Service  management  and  em- 
ployee unions.  The  Panel  believes  the  Postal  Service  should  continue 
to  be  treated  separately,  and  therefore  refrains  from  making  any 
recommendations  concerning  Postal  Service  pay-setting  processes. 

Continuing  Review  of  Federal  Compensation 

During  the  course  of  its  review  of  the  major  Federal  compensation 
systems,  the  members  of  the  Panel  became  deeply  aware  of  and  sensi- 
tive to  the  impact  of  Federal  pay  policy,  not  only  on  Federal  personnel 
management  but  on  the  national  economy.  At  present,  there  is  no 
organization  within  the  executive  branch  responsible  for  regular,  on- 
going review  of  the  Federal  compensation  system  as  it  relates  to  such 
overall  economic  concerns  as  private  sector  and  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment pay  rates,  employment  stability,  cost  of  living,  and  equity  to 
both  Federal  employees  and  the  public.  Temporary  groups  appointed 
from  time  to  time  to  study  the  Federal  compensation  system  are  use- 
ful in  focusing  high-level  attention  on  major  problem  areas.  They 
cannot,  however,  develop  the  continuity  of  expertise  and  attention 
which  the  size  and  importance  of  the  Federal  compensation  system 
deserves,  and  which  can  best  be  provided  by  a  more  permanent  body. 

The  Panel  recommends  that  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal 
Pay  be  assigned  the  responsibility  for  an  ongoing  review  of  the  tvay 
in  ivhich  the  Federal  compensation  system  derives  from,  and  is  de- 
pendent upon,  the  forces  at  work  in  the  private  sector  marketplace, 
with.the  specific  charges  of  considering  the  impact  of  both  Federal 
and  private  sector  pay  on  the  national  economy  and  making  periodic 
reports  to  the  President  on  changes  which  should  be  proposed  in 
Federal  compensation  policies  and  practices. 
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Appendix  A 

(Federal  Register,  Vol.  40,  No.  118,  Wednesday,  June  18,  1975) 
President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation 

Request  for  Views  and  Comments 

President  Ford,  in  his  fiscal  year  1976  budget,  announced  that  he 
had  decided  to  establish  a  panel  to  make  policy  recommendations  to 
him  on  how  the  Federal  Government  can  best  determine  the  appro- 
priate level  of  total  compensation  for  its  employees  under  the  principle 
of  comparability  with  private  enterprise. 

The  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation  has  now  been 
established  and  has  begun  its  review  of  possible  changes  in  the  pay 
and  benefits  systems  for  Federal  employees.  The  President  has  asked 
the  Panel  to  seek  out  and  carefully  consider  the  views  of  all  interested 
parties,  including  Federal  Government  officials,  organized  labor,  the 
business  community,  professional  associations,  and  the  general  public. 

In  order  to  begin  the  process  of  active  consultation  in  which  the 
Panel  expects  to  engage,  it  is  hereby  requested  that  interested  parties 
submit  written  views  and  comments  on  Federal  employee  compensa- 
tion to  the  Panel.  The  Panel  has  identified  certain  major  topics  which 
it  believes  are  particularly  important,  and  which  it  expects  to  speak 
to  in  its  report  to  the  President.  These  major  topics  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  Government's  compensation  system  should,  it  has  been 
suggested,  provide  a  level  of  pay  for  Federal  employees  which 
will  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  Government  to  attract  and  retain 
qualified  workers,  but  which  will  not  result  in  unnecessary  ex- 
penditures of  public  moneys.  It  has  been  felt  that  the  principle 
of  comparability  with  the  private  sector  is  the  most  satisfactory 
way  to  determine  Federal  pay  rates  that  will  achieve  these 
goals,  and  General  Schedule  pay  rates  have  been  adjusted  an- 
nually on  this  basis  for  the  past  several  years.  Has  the  com- 
parability principle  proven  to  be  a  sound  basis  for  setting  pay 
rates?  Should  some  other  basis  than  comparability  be  used  for 
adjusting  Federal  pay?  Have  the  specific  techniques  that  have 
been  developed  for  comparability  pay-setting  been  successful  ? 

(2)  Up  to  the  present,  the  principle  of  comparability  with  the  pri- 
vate sector  has  been  applied  only  to  the  setting  of  basic  pay. 
Should  the  application  of  the  comparability  principle  be  broad- 
ened to  include  fringe  benefits  as  well  as  basic  pay?  Should 
Federal  total  compensation  (basic  pay  and  fringe  benefits  to- 
gether) be  compared  as  a  unit  with  private  sector  total  com- 
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pensation  and  adjusted  accordingly,  or  should  the  comparison 
and  adjustment  of  fringe  benefits  be  done  separately  from  the 
comparison  and  adjustment  of  basic  pay? 

(3)  With  what  universe  of  non-Federal  employers  should  the  Fed- 
eral Government  be  trying  to  be  comparable  ?  Should  private, 
not-for-profit  organizations  be  included  ?  Should  State  and  local 
governments  ? 

(4)  The  Federal  pay  system  is  now  comprised  of  a  single,  nation- 
wide General  Schedule  for  white-collar  workers,  local  pay 
schedules  for  blue-collar  workers,  and  a  number  of  independent, 
single-agency  pay  schedule  for  employees  who  are  not  covered 
under  either  the  General  Schedule  or  under  a  local  blue-collar 
schedule.  Does  this  system  provide  appropriate  pay  relation- 
ships among  various  groups  of  Federal  employees?  Would  a 
closer  degree  of  pay  comparability  with  non-Federal  employees 
result  if  some  groups  of  employees  now  under  the  nationwide 
General  Schedule  were  instead  paid  under  local  pay  schedules, 
or  if  some  occupations  now  under  the  General  Schedule  were 
paid  under  special  occupational  schedules?  Should  executives 
be  classified  and  paid  under  a  different  system  from  other 
employees?  Should  different  benefits  packages  be  provided  for 
different  groups  of  Federal  employees,  instead  of  the  present 
uniform  benefits  system  ? 

(5)  The  major  Federal  pay  systems  attempt  to  strike  a  balance 
between  (a)  the  internal  alignment  of  Federal  work  levels, 
geared  to  an  assessment  of  the  relative  skills  and  responsibilities 
appropriate  to  each  level,  and  (b)  alignment  of  Federal  pay 
rates  with  levels  of  work  provided  by  private  establishments 
for  similar  levels  of  work.  Because  of  the  compromises  involved 
in  such  relationships,  the  resulting  Federal  pay  rates  reflect 
neither  "perfect"  internal  alignment  among  Federal  jobs  nor 
"perfect"  external  alignment  of  Federal  pay  with  pay  provided 
by  private  employers  with  whom  pay  comparisons  are  being 
made.  Is  the  present  balancing  concept  the  best  overall  policy 
for  establishing  internal/external  pay  relationships?  Should 
more  emphasis  be  placed  on  maintaining  work-level  relation- 
ships among  Federal  jobs  than  in  maintaining  external  Gov- 
ernment/industry pay  relationships?  Should  the  external  pay 
relationships  have  the  greater  emphasis? 

(6)  All  Federal  employees  now  receive  automatically  the  full  bene- 
fit of  each  economic  adjustment  in  their  pay  schedules.  In 
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addition,  they  receive  advancements  within  the  rate  range  for 
their  grade  primarily  on  the  basis  of  longevity.  Should  this  be 
changed,  so  that  within-grade  advancements  are  more  useful 
as  incentives  for  improved  individual  job  performance?  Should 
this  vary  for  different  categories  of  employees? 

(7)  What  roles  should  be  played  in  the  determination  of  Federal 
pay  and  benefits  by  the  executive  branch?  by  Congress?  by 
Federal  employee  unions?  To  what  extent  should  the  periodic 
adjustment  of  Federal  pay  and  benefits  be  affected  by  economic 
and  fiscal  concerns  of  the  Government? 

Interested  parties  should  also  feel  free  to  address  any  additional 
issues  which  they  believe  the  Panel  should  consider.  The  Panel  requests 
that  all  written  views  and  comments  be  submitted  not  later  than 
July  11,  1975.  While  the  Panel  appreciates  that  the  scope  and  com- 
plexity of  these  issues  will  make  it  difficult  for  some  interested  parties 
to  respond  fully  in  the  time  allowed,  the  Panel  believes  that  it  is 
necessary  that  it  begin  its  consultations  as  quickly  as  possible.  After 
receiving  the  views  and  comments  that  are  submitted,  the  Panel 
intends  to  schedule  hearings  to  discuss  the  views  of  the  interested 
parties. 

Views  and  comments  should  be  addressed  as  follows: 

Chairman,  President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation 
Room  210,  1730  K  Street,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.     20006 

Robert  E.  Hampton 

Vice  Chairman, 
President's  Panel  on  Federal  Compensation. 
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Appendix  B 
Inventory  of  Federal  Pay  Systems 

I  STATUTORY  PAY  SCHEDULES 

General  Schedule    (Title  5,  United  States  Code, 

chapter  51  and  subchapter  III  of  chapter  53)  __     *  1, 412, 169 

Foreign  Service  (Title  22,  USC,  chapters  14  and 

14A) 13, 950 

Career  Ambassadors,  Career  Ministers,  and 

Chiefs  of  Missions 123 

Foreign  Service  Officers 3,278 

Foreign  Service  Reserve 5,  816 

Foreign  Service  Staff 3,806 

Foreign  Service  Information  Officers 927 

Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery,  Veterans 

Administration  ( Title  38,  USC,  chapter  73 ) 26,  658 

Physicians  and  Dentists 4,920 

Nurses 21,738 

Administrative  Personnel (2) 

Executive   Schedule    (5   USC,  subchapter  II  of 

chapter  53) 3378 

Commissioned  Personnel,  Public  Health  Service 
and  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Adminis- 
tration (Title  37,  USC) 5,485 

Executive  Protective  Service  ( 3  USC  204 ) 4  850 

United  States  Park  Police   (Title  4,  District  of 

Columbia  Code,  833) 514 

Police,  National  Zoological  Park  (5  USC  5365) 5  30 

II  ADMINISTRATIVELY    DETERMINED    SAL- 
ARY SCHEDULES 

United  States  Postal  Service  (Title  39,  USC) 718,502 

Postal  Service 577,  589 

Rural    Carriers 58, 038 

Postal  Management 47,846 

Postal    Executive 29,  502 

Fourth-Class   Postmasters 5,332 

Postal  Service  Temporary  Rate 107 

Postal  Service  Officer 88 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Similar  to  the  General  Schedule 

Energy  Research  and  Development  Adminis- 
tration (Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  Sec. 
161d;  and  Energy  Reorganization  Act  of 
1974) 47,105 

Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (Atomic  En- 
ergy Act  of  1954,  Sec.  161d ;  and  Energy  Reor- 
ganization Act  of  1974) 4  1,016 

National  Security  Agency  (Pub.  L.  86-36, 
Sec.  2) (2) 

Central  Intelligence  Agency  (50  USC  403g)__  (2) 

Panama  Canal  Zone  (Title  2.  Canal  Zone  Code, 
143  and  144) ^ 2,893 

Federal    Deposit    Insurance    Corp.    (12    USC 

1819)    G  2,292 

Federal  Reserve  System  (Federal  Reserve  Act 

of   1913,  as  amended) 5 1,046 

National   Science   Foundation    (42  USC   1873 

(a))   °292 

Youth   Employment   Programs    (Schedule   A, 

Sec.  213.3102  (v)  and  (w)) 20,789 

Tennessee   Valley   Authority,   Salary   Policy   Em- 
ployees (Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933, 

as  amended) °  9,  523 

Clerical  2,255 

Engineering  and  Scientific 2,  281 

Aide  and  Technician 2,070 

Management 1,871 

Administrative 519 

Custodial 286 

Public   Safety 241 

Noncitizens  in  nonwage  positions  (Various  author- 
ities, including  treaties  and  other  agreements) 6 19,  335 

Census  temporary  positions  (13  USC  23  and  24)  __  (2) 

Experts  and  Consultants  (5  USC  3109) 10,889 

Teachers,  Department  of  Defense 5  9, 107 

Overseas  dependents'  schools  (20  USC,  ch.  25)  _     7,  357 
Domestic  dependents'  schools  (20  USC  241  (a) )  _     1.  750 

United  States  Attorneys  and  Assistant  U.S.  Attor- 
neys (28  USC  548) 5 1,550 

Special  Attorneys,  Department  of  Justice  (28  USC 

515)    ... (*) 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Scientific  and  Professional  (5  USC  3104  and  similar 
authorities) 618 

Faculty  at  Service  Academies 4  701 

Naval  Academy,  Naval  War  College,  and  Naval 
Postgraduate  School  (10  USC  7478,  7044, 
7043,  6952) 570 

Merchant  Marine  Academy  (46  USC,  ch.  31)  _       90 
Coast  Guard  Academy  (14  USC  186(b)) 41 

Civilian  members  of  faculty  and  staff,  Uniformed 
Services  University  of  the  Health  Sciences,  De- 
partment of  Defense  (10  USC  2213(f)) (2) 

Canteen  Service,  Veterans  Administration  (38  USC 
4202) 2, 174 

Foreign  Compensation   (Pub.  L.  87-195,  Sec.  625 

(d))   173 

Foreign  Defense  (Pub.  L.  87-195,  Sec.  625(d) )____  15 

Panama  Canal  Zone  Special  Category  (2  Canal  Zone 

Code  143  and  144) 1,317 

Agricultural  Marketing  (7  USC  1627) 845 

Alaska  Railroad  (43  USC  975) 5 120 

National  Bank  Examiners,  Department  of  Treasury 

(12  USC,  ch.  1,  and  5  USC  5102(c)  (14) ) (2) 

Board  of  Patent  Appeals  (35  USC  3  and  7) (2) 

Foreign  Service  Institute  (22  USC  1044) (2) 

United  Nations  Participation  (State  Dept.)  (Pub. 
L.  79-264) (2) 

Student  Medical  Interns  (5  USC  5352;  and  38  USC 
4114)    (2) 

Administrative  Schedule,  Agency  for  International 

Development  (Pub.  L.  87-195,  Sec.  625(b)) (2) 

Consular  Agents  (22  USC  861(6),  873,  and  890)  ___  (2) 

Staff,    Offices    of    Former    Presidents     (Pub.    L. 

85-745)    (2) 

Smithsonian  Institution  (20  USC  74(c)) (2) 

See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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III  ADMINISTRATIVELY  DETERMINED  WAGE 
SCHEDULES 

Federal  Wage  System  (5  USC,  subchapter  IV  of 
chapter  53) 470,558 

Regular  Schedule . 438,  886 

Nonsupervisory (383,036) 

Leader (14,371) 

Supervisory (41,479) 

Production  Facilitating 7, 554 

Printing  and  Lithographic 4,  887 

Other  Special  Schedules 25,  210 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  trades  and  labor  em- 
ployees (Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933, 
as  amended) 14,  842 

Panama  Canal  Zone,  wage  employees  (2  Canal  Zone 

Code  143  and  144) 1, 101 

Vessel  Employees  (5  USC  5348) 4,878 

Bonneville  Power  Administration  (Bonneville  Proj- 
ect Act,  as  amended) 5 1, 100 

Alaska  Railroad,  operating  personnel    (43  USC 

975)    5  905 

Bureau  of  Engraving  and  Printing  (5  USC  5349)  __  622 

Lighthouse  Keepers  (14  USC  432(f)  and  (g)) (2) 

Noncitizen  wage  employees (2) 

1  Extract  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  Central  Personnel  Data  file  as  of 
April  30,  1975,  unless  otherwise  specified. 

2  Data  not  available. 

3  This  inventory  lists  numbers  of  positions  actually  occupied  and  reported. 
The  Executive  Schedule  covers  nearly  700  specific  statutory  positions,  not  all  of 
which  are  occupied,  or  reported  as  occupied,  at  any  one  time. 

4  President's  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1976. 

5  Estimates  for  fiscal  year  1976. 

a  Extract  of  Civil  Service  Commission's  annual  survey,  "Salary  and  Wage 
Distribution  of  Federal  Civilian  Employees",  as  of  March  31,  1974. 
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Appendix  C 

Occupational  Coverage  of  the  Clerical/Technical  and 
Professional/Administrative/Managerial/Executive  Serv- 
ices 

Clerical/Technical  Service 

This  service  will  consist  of  positions  principally  engaged  in  the 
performance  and/or  supervision  of  office,  business,  and  technical  work. 
These  positions  are  typified  by : 

1.  Performance  of  recurring  and  predictable  assignments  requir- 
ing skills  in  applying  standardized  techniques  or  knowledge  of 
established  procedures,  precedents,  or  other  guidelines; 

2.  Exercise  of  judgment  in  the  application  of  policies  and  proce- 
dures under  established  guidelines  requiring  knowledges,  skills 
and  abilities  gained  through  on-the-job  experience  and/or  spe- 
cific training  which  is  less  than  that  usually  represented  by  com- 
pletion of  a  four-year  college  degree. 

Professional/Administrative/Managerial/Executive  Service 

This  service  will  consist  of  ( 1 )  positions  principally  engaged  in  the 
performance,  supervision,  management,  and/or  execution  of  substan- 
tive work  in  a  professional,  scientific,  para-professional,  or  adminis- 
trative field,  and  (2)  positions  requiring  responsibility  and  account- 
ability for  Government  programs.  These  positions  are  typified  by : 

1.  Performance  of  varied  assignments  requiring  creative,  analytical, 
evaluative,  or  interpretive  thought  processes; 

2.  Possession  of  a  basic  foundation  of  practical  and/or  theoretical 
knowledge  and  skills  concerning  professional  or  administrative 
theories,  concepts,  and  principles ; 

3.  The  application  of  this  knowledge  to:  the  formulation  and/or 
the  administration  of  laws,  rules,  regulations,  policies,  programs, 
and  operating  procedures ;  the  performance  of  professional  work 
in  developmental  and  test  programs ;  or  the  conduct  of  scientific 
research  and  development  programs  leading  to  new  discoveries; 

4.  The  possession  of  skills  in  the  representation  of  Government 
programs  to  the  public  and  to  appointed  or  elected  Government 
officials ; 

5.  The  exercise  of  discretion  and  independent  judgment  in  making 
significant  decisions  associated  with  such  processes  as  policy 
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formulation,    adjudication,    program    authorization,    disburse- 
ment, certification,  inspection,  audit,  and  enforcement; 

6.  The  formulation  and  recommendation  of  program  goals ; 

7.  The  identification,  recommendation,  and  efficient  application  of 
resources  required  to  carry  out  programs ; 

8.  The  evaluation  of  program  results ; 

9.  The  representation  of  and  reporting  on  programs,  directly  or 
through  superiors,  to  the  President,  the  Congress,  and  the  gen- 
eral public :  and 

10.  The  possession  of  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities,  such  as  would 
be  acquired  through  a  baccalaureate  or  advanced  degree,  or 
through  its  equivalent  in  experience  and  training,  such  as  would 
be  represented  by  prolonged  on-the-job  training  and  progres- 
sively more  responsible  work  in  a  specialized  subject-matter 
area. 


Staff  of  the  President's  Panel  on  Federal 
Compensation 


Robert  R.  Fredlund, 
Executive  Director 


T.  Norman  Hurd, 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Chair- 
man and  Consultant  to  the 
Panel. 


Barry  E.  Shapiro, 
Assistant  to  the  Executive 
Director 
Civil  Service  Commission. 

Clovis  B.  Aguilar, 

Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

Karyl  L.  Edwards, 
Civil  Service  Commission. 

Charles  Feigenbaum, 

Civil  Service  Commission. 

Myrtle  I.  Gartman, 

Civil  Service  Commission. 

William  W.  Hannon, 

Office  of  Management  and 
Budget. 

Denise  J.  Johncox, 
President's  Panel. 


Charles  J.  Kelley, 
Veterans  Administration. 

Samson  Masse, 

Department  of  the  Navy. 

Joseph  Meick, 

Department  of  the  Army. 

Dorothy  J.  Mustard, 

Civil  Service  Commission. 

Charles  O'Connor, 
Department  of  Labor. 

Missy  Patterson, 

Department  of  Treasury. 

Lawrence  D.  Robinson, 
Department  of  the  Army. 

Theodor  Schuchat, 
Editorial  Consultant. 


Julia  A.  Jones, 

Secretary  to  the  Special  Assist-   Bernard  E.  Shultz, 
ant  to  the  Chairman.  Contractual  Specialist. 


Jerome  Julius, 

Department  of  the  Air  Force. 


Nancy  Swanson, 
President's  Panel. 
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Sec.  5301  148 

SUBCHAPTER  I— PAY  COMPARABILITY  SYSTEM 

§  5301.  Policy 

(a)  It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  that  Federal  pay  fixing  for  employ- 
ees under  statutory  pay  systems  be  based  on  the  principles  that — 

( 1 )  there  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work ; 

(2)  pay  distinctions  be  maintained  in  keeping  with  work  and 
performance  distinctions ; 

(3)  Federal  pay  rates  be  comparable  with  private  enterprise 
pay  rates  for  the  same  levels  of  work ;  and 

(4)  pay  levels  for  the  statutory  pay  systems  be  interrelated. 

(b)  The  pay  rates  of  each  statutory  pay  system  shall  be  fixed  and 
adjusted  in  accordance  with  the  principles  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  the  provisions  of  sections  5305,  5306,  and  5308  of  this  title. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  this  subchapter,  "statutory  pay  system" 
means  a  pay  system  under — 

(1)  subchapter  III  of  this  chapter,  relating  to  the  General 
Schedule ; 

(2)  subchapter  IV  of  chapter  14  of  title  22,  relating  to  the 
Foreign  Service  of  the  United  States ;  or 

(3)  chapter  73  of  title  38,  relating  to  the  Department  of  Medi- 
cine and  Surgery,  Veterans'  Administration. 

(Pub.  L.  80-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  458,  amended  Pub.  L.  91-656, 
§  2 (a) ,  Jan.  8, 1971, 84  Stat.  1946.) 

§5302.  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-656;  §2(b)(l),  Jan.  8,  1971,  84  Stat. 
1946. 

§  5303.  Higher  minimum  rates ;  Presidential  authority 

(a)  When  the  President  finds  that  the  pay  rates  in  private  enter- 
prise for  one  or  more  occupations  in  one  or  more  areas  or  locations  are 
so  substantially  above  the  pay  rates  of  statutory  pay  schedules  as  to 
handicap  significantly  the  Government's  recruitment  or  retention  of 
well-qualified  individuals  in  positions  paid  under — 

( 1 )  section  5332  of  this  title  ; 

(2)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (10)  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776; 

(3)  the  pay  scales  for  physicians,  dentists,  and  nurses  in  the 
Department  of  Medicine  and  Surgery,  Veterans'  Administration, 
under  chapter  73  of  title  38 ;  or 

(4)  sections  867  and  870  of  title  22; 

he  may  establish  for  the  areas  or  locations  higher  minimum  rates  of 
basic  pay  for  one  or  more  grades  or  levels,  occupational  groups,  series, 
classes,  or  subdivisions  thereof,  and  may  make  corresponding  in- 
creases in  all  step  rates  of  the  pay  range  for  each  such  grade  or  level. 
However,  a  minimum  rate  so  established  may  not  exceed  the  maxi- 
mum pay  rate  prescribed  by  statute  for  the  grade  or  level.  The  Presi- 
dent may  authorize  the  exercise  of  the  authority  conferred  on  him 
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by  this  section  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  or,  in  the  case  of  in- 
dividuals not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  title  governing  appoint- 
ment in  the  competitive  service,  by  such  other  agency  as  he  may 
designate. 

(b)  Within  the  limitations  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  rates 
of  basic  pay  established  under  that  subsection  may  be  revised  from 
time  to  time  by  the  President  or  by  such  agency  as  he  may  designate. 
The  actions  and  revisions  have  the  force  and  effect  of  statute. 

(c)  An  increase  in  rate  of  basic  pay  established  under  this  section 
is  not  an  equivalent  increase  in  pay  within  the  meaning  of  section 
5335  (a)  of  this  title  and  section  3552  of  title  39. 

(d)  The  rate  of  basic  pay  established  under  this  section  and  re- 
ceived by  an  individual  immediately  before  a  statutory  increase, 
which  becomes  effective  prior  to,  on,  or  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  the  statute,  in  the  pay  schedule  applicable  to  such  individual  of 
any  pay  system  specified  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  be 
initially  adjusted,  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  the  statutory  in- 
crease, under  conversion  rules  prescribed  by  the  President  or  by  such 
agency  as  the  President  mav  designate.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966, 
80  Stat.  458,  amended  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  207,  Dec.  16, 1967,  81  Stat.  631 ; 
Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (10),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84  Stat.  776.) 

§  5304.  Presidential  policies  and  regulations 

The  functions,  duties,  and  regulations  of  the  agencies  and  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  with  respect  to  this  subchapter,  subchapter  III 
of  this  chapter,  chapter  51  of  this  title,  chapter  14  of  title  22,  and  the 
provisions  of  chapter  73  of  title  38  relating  to  employees  in  the  De- 
partment of  Medicine  and  Surgery,  Veterans'  Administration,  are 
subject  to  such  policies  and  regulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe. 
Among  other  things,  the  policies  and  regulations  of  the  President 
may  provide  for — 

(1)  preparing  and  reporting  to  him  the  annual  comparison  of 
Federal  pay  rates  with  private  enterprise  rates ; 

(2)  obtaining  and  reporting  to  him  the  views  of  employee  or- 
ganizations on  the  annual  comparison,  and  on  other  pay  matters ; 

(3)  reviewing  and  reporting  to  him  on  the  adequacy  of  the 
Federal  statutory  pay  structures  for  the  Federal  programs  to 
which  they  apply  ; 

(4)  reviewing  the  relationship  of  Federal  statutory  pay  rates 
and  private  enterprise  pay  rates  in  specific  occupation  and  local 
areas;  and 

(5)  providing  step-increases  in  recognition  of  high  quality 
performance  and  providing  for  properly  relating  supervisory 
pay  rates  paid  under  one  system  to  those  of  subordinates  paid 
under  another  system. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554.  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat,  459,  amended  Pub.  L.  91-375, 
§  6(c)  (11) ,  Aug.  12, 1970, 84  Stat.  776) . 

§  5305.  Annual  pay  reports  and  adjustments 

(a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  policy  stated  in  section  5301  of  this 
title,  the  President  shall — 

(1)  direct  such  agent  as  he  considers  appropriate  to  prepare 
and  submit  to  him  annually,  aiter  considering  such  views  and 
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recommendations  as  may  be  submitted  under  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  report  that — 

(A)  compares  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay  sys- 
tems with  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  levels  of  work  in 
private  enterprise  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  appropriate 
annual  surveys  that  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics ; 

(B)  makes  recommendations  for  appropriate  adjust- 
ments in  rates  of  pay ;  and 

(C)  includes  the  views  and  recommendations  submitted 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section; 

(2)  after  considering  the  report  of  his  agent  and  the  findings 
and  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay 
reported  to  him  under  section  5306(b)  (3)  of  this  title,  adjust  the 
rates  of  pay  of  each  statutory  pay  system  in  accordance  with  the 
principles  under  section  5301(a)  of  this  title,  effective  as  of  the 
beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or 
after  October  1  of  the  applicable  year ;  and 

(3)  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  the  pay  adjustment,  to- 
gether with  a  copy  of  the  report  submitted  to  him  by  his  agent  and 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on 
Federal  Pay  reported  to  him  under  section  5306(b)(3)  of  this 
title. 

(b)  In  carrying  out  its  functions  under  subsection  (a)  (1)  of  this 
section,  the  President's  agent  shall — 

(1)  establish  a  Federal  Employees  Pay  Council  of  5  members 
who  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  employees  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  by  reason  of  appointment  to  the  Council  and 
shall  not  receive  pay  by  reason  of  service  as  members  of  the  Coun- 
cil, who  shall  be  representatives  of  employee  organizations  which 
represent  substantial  numbers  of  employees  under  the  statutory 
pay  systems,  and  who  shall  be  selected  with  due  consideration  to 
such  factors  as  the  relative  numbers  of  employees  represented 
bv  the  various  organizations,  but  no  more  than  3  members  of 
the  Council  at  any  one  time  shall  be  from  a  single  employee 
organization,  council,  federation,  alliance,  association,  or  affil- 
iation of  employee  organizations ; 

(2)  provide  for  meetings  with  the  Federal  Employees  Pay 
Council  and  give  thorough  consideration  to  the  views  and  recom- 
mendations of  the  Council  and  the  individual  views  and  recom- 
mendations, if  any,  of  the  members  of  the  Council  regarding — 

(A)  the  coverage  of  the  annual  survey  conducted  bv  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  under  subsection  (a)  (1)  of  this 
section  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  occupations,  estab- 
lishment sizes,  industries,  and  geographical  areas  to  be 
surveyed)  ; 

(B)  the  process  of  comparing  the  rates  of  pay  of  the 
statutory  pay  systems  with  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  levels 
of  work  in  private  enterprise ;  and 

YC)  the  adjustments  in  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory 
pay  systems  that  should  be  made  to  achieve  comparability 
between  those  rates  and  the  rates  of  pay  for  the  same  levels 
of  work  in  private  enterprise ; 

(3)  give  thorough  consideration  to  the  views  and  recommen- 
dations of  emolovee  organizations  not  represented  on  the  Federal 
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Employees  Pay  Council  regarding  the  subjects  in  paragraph  (2) 
(A)-(C)  of  this  subsection;  and 

(4)   include  in  its  report  to  the  President  the  views  and  recom- 
mendations submitted  as  provided  in  this  subsection  by  the  Fed- 
eral Employees  Pay  Council,  by  any  member  of  that  Council, 
and  by  employee  organizations  not  represented  on  that  Council, 
(c)  (1)   If,  because  of  national  emergency  or  economic  conditions 
a  fleeting  the  general  welfare,  the  President  should,  in  any  year,  con- 
sider it  inappropriate  to  make  the  pay  adjustment  required  by  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  he  shall  prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress 
before  September  1  of  that  year  such  alternative  plan  with  respect  to 
a  pa}'  adjustment  as  he  considers  appropriate,  together  with  the  rea- 
sons therefor,  in  lieu  of  the  pay  adjustments  required  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section. 

(2)  An  alternative  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection  becomes  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or  after  October  1  of  the 
applicable  year  and  continues  in  effect  unless,  before  the  end  of  the 
first  period  of  30  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress 
after  the  date  on  which  the  alternative  plan  is  transmitted,  either 
House  adopts  a  resolution  disapproving  the  alternative  plan  so  rec- 
ommended and  submitted,  in  which  case  the  pay  adjustments  for  the 
statutory  pay  systems  shall  be  made  effective  as  provided  by  subsec- 
tion (m)  of  this  section.  The  continuity  of  a  session  is  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die,  and  the  days  on  which  either 
House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  3  days 
to  a  day  certain  are  excluded  in  the  computation  of  the  30-day  period. 

(d)  Subsections  (e)-(k)  of  this  section  are  enacted  by  Congress — 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they  are 
deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  but  applic- 
able only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  the 
House  in  the  case  of  resolutions  described  by  this  section ;  and  they 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith ;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either 
House  to  change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  of 
that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  that  House. 

(e)  If  the  committee,  to  which  has  been  referred  a  resolution  dis- 
approving the  alternative  plan  of  the  President,  has  not  reported  the 
resolution  at  the  end  of  10  calendar  days  after  its  introduction,  it  is  in 
order  to  move  either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  consid- 
eration of  the  resolution  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further 
consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  plan 
which  has  been  referred  to  the  committee. 

(f)  A  motion  to  discharge  may  be  made  only  by  an  individual  fa- 
voring the  resolution,  is  highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be 
made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a  resolution  with  respect  to  the 
same  recommendation),  and  debate  thereon  is  limited  to  not  more  than 
1  hour,  to  be  divided  equally  between  those  favoring  and  those  oppos- 
ing the  resolution.  An  amendment  to  the  motion  is  not  in  order,  and  it 
is  not  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  motion  is 
agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 
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(g)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to,  or  disagreed  to,  the 
motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge  the 
committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to 
the  same  alternative  plan. 

(h)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has  been  discharged  from 
farther  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  an  alternative 
plan,  it  is  at  any  time  thereafter  in  order  (even  though  a  previous 
motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  the  resolution.  The  motion  is  highly  privileged 
and  is  not  debatable.  An  amendment  to  the  motion  is  not  in  order,  and 
it  is  not  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  motion  is 
agreed  to  Or  disagreed  to. 

(i)  Debate  on  the  resolution  is  limited  to  not  more  than  2  hours,  to 
be  divided  equally  between  those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  reso- 
lution. A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  is  not  debatable.  An  amend- 
ment to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  is  not  in  order,  and  it 
is  not  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is 
agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(j)  Motions  to  postpone,  made  with  respect  to  the  discharge  from 
committee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  an 
alternative  plan,  and  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other 
business,  are  decided  without  debate. 

(k)  Appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the 
case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to 
an  alternative  plan  are  decided  without  debate. 

(1)  The  rates  of  pay  which  become  effective  under  this  section  are 
the  rates  of  pay  applicable  to  each  position  concerned,  and  each  class 
of  positions  concerned,  under  a  statutory  pay  system. 

(m)  If  either  House  adopts  a  resolution  disapproving  an  alterna- 
tive plan  submitted  under  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  President 
shall  take  the  action  required  by  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  and  adjust  the  rates  of  pay  of  the  statutory  pay  sys- 
tems effective  as  of  the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period 
commencing  on  or  after  the  date  on  which  the  resolution  is  adopted,  or 
on  or  after  October  1,  whichever  is  later. 

(h)  The  rates  of  pay  that  take  effect  under  this  section  shall  modify, 
supersede,  or  render  inapplicable,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  extent 
inconsistent  therewith — 

(1)  all  provisions  of  law  enacted  prior  to  the  effective  date  or 
dates  Of  all  or  part  (as  the  case  may  be)  of  the  increases ;  and 

(2)  any  prior  recommendations  or  adjustments  which  took 
effect  under  this  section  or  prior  provisions  of  law. 

(o)  The  rates  of  pay  that  take  effect  under  this  section  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Federal  Register  and  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

(p)  An  increase  in  rates  of  pay  that  takes  effect  under  this  section  is 
not  an  equivalent  increase  in  pay  within  the  meaning  of  section  5335  of 
this  title.  .   .  . 

(q)  Any  rate  of  pay  under  this  section  shall  be  initially  adjusted, 
effective  on  the  effective  date  of  the  rate  of  pay,  under  conversion  rules 
prescribed  by  the  President  or  by  such  agencies  as  the  President  may 
designate.  . 

(r)  This  section  does  not  impair  any  authority  pursuant  to  which 
rates  of  pay  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action.  (Added  Pub.  L. 
91-656,  §  3(a),  Jan.  8, 1971,  84  Stat.  1946.) 
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§  5306.  Advisory  Committee  on  Federal  Pay 

(a)  There  is  established  as  an  independent  establishment  an  Advis- 
ory Committee  on  Federal  Pay,  to  be  composed  of  3  members,  not 
otherwise  employed  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  ap- 
pointed by  the  President.  The  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and 
Conciliation  Service  shall,  and  other  interested  parties  may,  recom- 
mend to  the  President  for  his  consideration  persons  generally  recog- 
nized for  their  impartiality,  knowledge,  and  experience  in  the  field  of 
labor  relations  and  pay  policy  to  serve  as  members.  The  President  shall 
designate  one  of  the  members  as  Chairman.  Each  appointment  shall  be 
for  a  term  of  6  years,  except  that  one  of  the  original  members  shall  be 
appointed  for  a  term  of  2  years,  and  another  for  a  term  of  4  years.  A 
member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  before  the  end  of  the 
term  of  his  predecessor  shall  serve  for  the  remainder  of  that  term. 
When  the  term  of  a  member  ends,  he  may  continue  to  serve  until  his 
successor  is  appointed. 

(b)  To  assist  the  President  in  carrying  out  the  policy  under  section 
5301  of  this  title,  the  Committee  shall — 

(1)  review  the  annual  report  of  the  President's  agent; 

(2)  consider  such  further  views  and  recommendations  with 
respect  to  the  analysis  and  pay  proposals  contained  in  the  annual 
report  of  the  President's  agent  as  may  be  presented  to  it  in  writing 
by  employee  organizations,  the  President's  agent,  other  officials  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  such  experts  as  it  may 
consult;  and 

(3)  report  its  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  President. 

(c)  The  Committee  may  secure  from  any  Executive  agency  or  mili- 
tary department  information,  suggestions,  estimates,  statistics,  and 
technical  assistance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  its  functions.  Each 
such  Executive  agency  or  military  department  shall  furnish  the  infor- 
mation, suggestions,  estimates,  statistics,  and  technical  assistance- 
directly  to  the  Committee  on  request  of  the  Committee. 

(d)  On  request  of  the  Committee  the  head  of  any  Executive  agency 
or  military  department  may  detail,  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  any  of  its 
personnel  to  assist  the  Committee  in  carrying  out  its  functions. 

(e)  The  Administrator  of  General  Services  shall  provide  adminis- 
trative support  services  for  the  Committee  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

(f )  The  Committee  may  obtain  services  of  experts  or  consultants  in 
accordance  with  section  3109  of  this  title  but  at  rates  for  individuals 
not  to  exceed  that  of  the  highest  rate  of  basic  pay  then  currently  being 
paid  under  the  General  Schedule  of  subchapter  III  of  this  chapter. 

(g)  Each  member  of  the  Committee  is  entitled  to  pay  at  the  daily 
equivalent  of  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  of  level  IV  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  for  each  day  he  is  engaged  on  work  of  the  Committee,  and  is 
entitled  to  travel  expenses,  including  a  per  diem  allowance,  in  accord- 
ance with  section  5703(b)  of  this  title. 

(h)  The  Committee  may  appoint  and  fix  the  pay  of  such  personnel 
as  may  be  necessarv  to  carry  out  its  functions.  (Added  Pub.  L.  91-656, 
§  3(a).  Jan.  8, 197i,  84  Stat.  1949.) 

§  5307.  Pay  fixed  by  administrative  action 

(a)  Notwithstanding  section  665  of  title  31 — 
(1)  the  rates  of  pay  of — 

(A)  employees  in  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial 
branches  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  (except 
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employees  whose  pay  is  disbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives)  and  of 
the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  whose  rates  of 
pay  are  fixed  by  administrative  action  under  law  and  are  not 
otherwise  adjusted  under  this  subchapter; 

(B)  employees  under  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol,  whose 
rates  of  pay  are  fixed  under  section  166b-3  of  title  40,  and  the 
Superintendent  of  Garages,  House  office  buildings ;  and 

(C)  persons  employed  by  the  county  committees  estab- 
lished under  section  590h(b)  of  title  16;  and 

(2)  any  minimum  or  maximum  rate  of  pay  (other  than  a  maxi- 
mum rate  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  maximum  rate  then  cur- 
rently being  paid  under  the  General  Schedule  as  a  result  of  the 
pay  adjustment  by  the  President),  and  any  monetary  limitation 
on  or  monetary  allowance  for  pay,  applicable  to  employees  de- 
scribed in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection ; 
may  be  adjusted,  by  the  appropriate  authority  concerned,  effective  at 
the  beginning  of  the  first  applicable  pay  period  commencing  on  or 
after  the  day  on  which  a  pay  adjustment  becomes  effective  under 
section  5305  of  this  title,  by  whichever  of  the  following  methods  the 
appropriate  authority  concerned  considers  appropriate — 

(i)  by  an  amount  or  amounts  not  in  excess  of  the  pay  adjust- 
ment provided  under  section  5305  of  this  title  for  corresponding 
rates  of  pay  in  the  appropriate  schedule  or  scale  of  pay ; 

(ii)  if  there  are  no  corresponding  rates  of  pay,  by  an  amount 
or  amounts  equal  or  equivalent,  insofar  as  practicable  and  with 
such  exceptions  and  modifications  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide 
for  appropriate  pay  relationships  between  positions,  to  the  amount 
of  the  pay  adjustment  provided  under  section  5305  of  this  title ;  or 
(iii)  in  the  case  of  minimum  or  maximum  rates  of  pay,  or  mone- 
tary limitations  or  allowances  with  respect  to  pay,  by  an  amount 
rounded  to  the  nearest  $100  and  computed  on  the  basis  of  a  per- 
centage equal  or  equivalent,  insofar  as  practicable  and  with  such 
variations  as  may  be  appropriate,  to  the  percentage  of  the  pay 
adjustment  provided  under  section  5305  of  this  title. 

(b)  An  adjustment  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  in  rates  of 
pay,  minimum  or  maximum  rates  of  pay,  and  monetary  limitations 
or  allowances  with  respect  to  pay,  shall  be  made  in  such  manner  as  the 
appropriate  authority  concerned  considers  appropriate. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  authorize  any  adjustment  in  the  rates  of 
pay  of  employees  whose  rates  of  pay  are  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time 
to  time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance 
with  prevailing  rates  or  practices. 

(d)  This  section  does  not  impair  any  authority  under  which  rates 
of  pay  may  be  fixed  by  administrative  action.  (Added  Pub.  L.  91-656, 
§  3 (a) ,  Jan.  8, 1971, 84  Stat.  1950.) 

§  5308.  Pay  limitation 

Pay  may  not  be  paid,  by  reason  of  any  provision  of  this  subchapter, 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  for  level  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule.  (Added  Pub.  L.  91-656,  §  3(a),  Jan.  8, 1971,  84  Stat.  1951.) 
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SUBCHAPTER  II— EXECUTIVE  SCHEDULE  PAY 

RATES 

§  5311.  The  Executive  Schedule 

The  Executive  Schedule,  which  is  divided  into  five  pay  levels,  is 
the  basic  pay  schedule  for  positions  to  which  this  subchapter  applies. 
(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966,  80  Stat.  458.) 

§  5312.  Positions  at  level  I 

Level  I  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  positions, 
for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $60,000 : 

(1)  Secretary  of  State. 

(2)  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(3)  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(4)  Attorney  General. 

(5)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (12),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776. 

(6)  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(7)  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(8)  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(9)  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(10)  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

( 11 )  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

(12)  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

(13)  Special  Representative  for  Trade  Negotiations. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept,  6,  196(3,  80  Stat.  460,  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670 
§  10(d)  (1),  Oct,  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948;  Presidential  salary  recommen- 
dations, Budget,  1970,  pursuant  to  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  225(h),  Dec.  16, 
1967,  81  Stat,  634;  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (12),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84  Stat, 
776;  Pub.  L.  93-618,  §  141(b)  (3)  (A),  Jan.  3,  1975,  88  Stat.  1999.) 

§  5313.  Positions  at  level  II 

Level  II  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $42,500  : 

(1)  Deputy  Secretaries  of  Defense  (2) . 

(2)  Deputy  Secretary  of  State. 

(3)  Administrator,  Agency  for  International  Development. 

(4)  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration. 

(5)  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(6)  Deputy  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(7)  Deputy  Secretary  of  Transportation. 

(8)  Chairman,  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(9)  Chairman,  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 

(10)  Chairman,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System. 

( 11 )  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 

(12)  Director  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology. 
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( 13)  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and  Disarma- 
ment Agency. 

(14)  Director  of  the  United  States  Information  Agency. 

(15)  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

(16)  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

(17)  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

(18)  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(19)  Administrator,  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

(19)  Director  of  the  National  Science  Foundation. 

(20)  Deputy  Attorney  General. 

(21)  Director  of  the  Special  Action  Office  for  Drug  Abuse 
Prevention. 

(22)  Administrator  of  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration. 

i  Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept,  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  460,  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670, 
§  10(d)  (2),  Oct.  15, 1966,  80  Stat.  948;  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(13),  Sept.  11, 
1967,  81  Stat.  198;  Pub.  L.  90-407,  §  15(a)(1),  July  18,  1968,  82 
Stat.  366;  Presidential  salary  recommendations,  Budget,  1970,  pur- 
suant to  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  225(h),  Dec.  16,  1967,  81  Stat.  634;  Pub.  L. 
91-644,  §  8(b),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat.  1888;  Pub.  L.  92-255;  §  212(a), 
Mar.  21,  1972,  86  Stat.  69;  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §2(a),  May  18,  1972,  86 
Stat.  148 ;  Pub.  L.  92-352,  §  104(1) ,  July  13, 1972,  86  Stat.  490 ;  Pub.  L. 
92-596,  §6,  Oct.  27,  1972,  86  Stat.  1318;  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §310(1), 
Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat.  1252;  Pub  L.  93-496,  §  16(c),  Oct.  28,  1974, 
88  Stat.  1533.) 

§  5314.  Positions  at  level  III 

Level  III  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $40,000 : 

(1)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-664,  §8(a),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat. 
1888.1 

(1)  Solicitor  General  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (13)  (A),  Aug.  12,  1970, 
84  Stat.  776. 

(3)  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat. 

948. 

(6)  Under  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(7)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(8)  Under  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(9)  Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Political  Affairs  and  Under 
Secretary  of  State  for  Economic  Affairs  and  an  Under  Secretary 
of  State  for  Coordinating  Security  Assistance  Programs. 

( 10 )  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  ( or  Counselor) . 

(11)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  Monetary  Affairs. 

(12)  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

( 13 )  Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

( 14 )  Deputy  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(15)  Deputy  Administrator,  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment. 

1  Sec.   8(a)    of  Pub.  L.  91-644  also  renumbered  clauses   (2)   through   (54)   as  clause! 
(1)  through  (53),  respectively. 
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( 16 )  Chairman,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

( 17)  Chairman  of  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

(18)  Chairman,  Federal  Communications  Commission. 

(19)  Chairman,  Board  of  Directors,  Federal  Deposit  Insur- 
ance Corporation. 

(20)  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

(21 )  Chairman,  Federal  Power  Commission. 

( 22 )  Chairman,  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

(23)  Chairman,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

(24)  Chairman,  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(25 )  Chairman,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

(26)  Chairman,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

(27)  Chairman,  National  Mediation  Board. 

(28)  Chairman,  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

(29 )  Chairman,  Federal  Maritime  Commission. 

( 30 )  Comptroll  er  of  the  Currency. 

(31)  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue. 

(32)  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

(33)  Deputy  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

( 34)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

(35 )  Deputy  Director  of  Central  Intelligence. 

( 36 )  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

(37)  Director  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

(38)  Chief  Medical  Director  in  the  Department  of  Medicine 
and  Surgery,  Veterans'  Administration. 

( 39 )  Deputv  Director,  National  Science  Foundation. 

(40)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(14)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

( 41 )  President  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington. 

(42)  Members,  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(43)  Members,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System. 

(44)  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.1 

(45)  Administrator,  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

(46)  Administrator,  Federal  Railroad  Administration. 

(47)  Chairman,  National  Transportation  Safety  Board. 

(48)  Chairmanof  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Arts  the 
incumbent  of  which  also  serves  as  Chairman  of  the  National 
Council  on  the  Arts. 

(49)  Chairman  of  the  National  Endowment  for  the  Human- 
ities. 

(50)  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation 
Service. 


1  The  position  of  the  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  was  placed  tem- 
porarily in  level  II  as  long  as  the  then  present  incumbent,  J.  Edgar  Hoover,  held  that  office. 
(Pub.  L.  88-426,  §  303(b),  Aug.  14,  19R4.  78  Stat.  410.)  Section  1101  of  the  Omnibus 
Crime  Control  and  Safe  Streets  Act  of  1908  has  effectively  superseded  clause  (44)  of  this 
section  (placing  the  Director  in  level  III  permanently)  in  providing  that  when  the  present 
incumbent  of  the  position  of  Director  leaves  office,  his  successors  will  be  annointed  bv  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Seimte  and  ^hev  will  he  paid  at  the  rate  prescribed  for 
level  II.  (Pub.  L  90-351,  §  1101,  June  19,  1908,  82  Stat.  230.) 
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(51)  Under  Secretary  o,f  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

(52)  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administrator. 

( 53 )  President,  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corporation. 
( 55 )   Chairman,  Postal  Rate  Commission. 

( 55 )   Administrator  of  Law  Enforcement  Assistance. 

(57)  Chairman,    Occupational    Safety    and    Health    Review 
Commission. 

(58)  Governor  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration. 

( 58 )  Chairman,  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission. 

(59)  Chairman,  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission. 

(60)  Deputy  Administrator,  Energy  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Administration. 

(60)   Chairman,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission. 

(60)  Deputy    Special    Representative    for    Trade    Negotia- 
tions (2). 

(61)  Chairman,  United  States  International  Trade  Commis- 
sion. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554.  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  460,  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670, 
§  10(d)  (3),  (e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948;  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §1(14), 
Sept,  11,  1967,  81  Stat.  198;  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §215(a^  Dec.  16, 
1967,  81  Stat.  638;  Pub.  L.  90-407;  §  15(a)  (2),  July  18, 1968,  82  Stat. 
367;  Pub.  L.  90-623,  §  1(26),  Oct.  22,  1968,  82  Stat.  1314;  Presidential 
salary  recommendations.  Budget,  1970,  pursuant  to  Pub.  L.  90-206, 
§  225'(h),  Dec.  16, 1967,  81  Stat.  634;  Pub.  L.  91-175,  ?  503H),  Dec.  20, 
1969,  83  Stat.  826;  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (13),  Au<?.  12, 1970,  84  Stat. 
776;  Pub.  L.  91-596,  §  12(c)  (1),  Dec.  29,  1970,  84  Stat.  1604;  Pub.  L. 
91-644,  §§  7(1),  8(a).  Jan.  2, 1971,  84  Stat.  1887, 1888:  Pub.  L.  92-181, 
§  5.27(a),  Dec.  10,  1971,  85  Stat.  625;  Pub.  L.  92-226,  §403,  Feb.  7, 
1972,  86  Stat,  34;  Pub.  L.  92-261,  §  9(a),  Mar.  24,  1972,  86  Stat,  110; 
Pub.  L.  92-302,  §2(b),  Mav  18,  1972,  86  Stat,  149;  Pub.  L.  92-352, 
§  104(2),  July  13,  1972,  86  Stat.  490;  Pub.  L.  92-573,  §  4(M  (1).  Oct. 
27,  1972,  86  Stat,  1211;  Pub.  L.  93-83,  §  2,  Aug.  6.  1973,  87  Stat.'  211; 
Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(2),  Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat.  1252:  Pub.  L.  93-463, 
§  102(a),  Oct,  23,  1974,  88  Stat.  1391;  Pub.  L.  93-618,  §§  141(b)  (3) 
(B) ,  172(c)  (1) ,  Jan.  3, 1975, 88  Stat.  1999, 2010.) 

§  5315.  Positions  at  level  IV 

Level  IV  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $38.000 ; 

(1)  Administrator,  Bureau  of  Security  and  Consular  Affairs, 
Department  of  State. 

(2)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat. 
948. 

( 3 )  Deputy  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(4)  Associate  Administrator  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration. 

(5)  Assistant  Administrators,  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment (6). 

(6)  Regional  Assistant  Administrators,  Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development  (4). 

( 7 )  Under  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force. 

( 8 )  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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(9)  Under  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

(10)  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  State. 

(11)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  (4). 

(12)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Commerce  (6). 

(13)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense  (9). 

(14)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Air  Force  (4). 

(15)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Army  (5). 

(16)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  (4). 

(17)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
(5). 

(18)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Interior  (6). 

(19)  Assistant  Attorneys  General  (9). 

(20)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Labor  (5). 

(21)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (14)  (A).  Aug.  12.  1070, 
84  Stat.  776. 

(22)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  State  (11). 

(23)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  (5) . 

(24)  Members.  United  States  International  Trade  Commission. 
(25)-(28)   Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(15)  (E),  Sept.  11. 1967, 

81  Stat.  198. 

(29)  Director  of  Civil  Defense.  Department  of  the  Army. 

(30)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §1(15)(E),  Sept.  11.  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

(31)  Deputy  Chief  Medical  Director  in  the  Department  of 
Medicine  and  Surgery.  Veterans5  Administration. 

(32)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

(33)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology. 

(34)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

(35)  Deputy  Director  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency. 

(36)  Deputy    Director    of    the    United    States    Information 
Agency. 

(37)  Assistant  Directors  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  (3). 

(38)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

(39)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

(40)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(41)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Health.  Education, 
and  Welfare. 

( 42 )  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(43)  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

(44)  General  Counsel  of  thp  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(45)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (14)  (A).  Aug.  12,  1970, 
84  Stat.  776 

(46)  Counselor  of  the  Department  of  State. 

(47)  Legal  Adviser  of  the  Department  of  State. 

(48)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

(49)  First  Vice  President  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Wash- 
ington. 

(50)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(3),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat. 
1253. 

(51)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-181.  §  5.27(a) ,  Dec.  10, 1971,  85  Stat. 
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(52)  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance. 

( 53 )  Deputy  Inspector  General,  Foreign  Assistance. 

(54)  Members,  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

(55)  Members,  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 

(56)  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 
of  Washington. 

(57)  Members,  Federal  Communications  Commission. 

(58)  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Federal  Deposit  In- 
surance Corporation. 

(59)  Members,  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board. 

(60)  Members,  Federal  Power  Commission. 

(61)  Members,  Federal  Trade  Commission* 

(62)  Members,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

(63)  Members,  National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

(64)  Members,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

(65)  Members,  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority. 

(66)  Members,  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission. 

(67)  Members,  Federal  Maritime  Commission. 

(68)  Members,  National  Mediation  Board. 

(69)  Members,  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 

(70)  Director  of  Selective  Service. 

(71 )  Associate  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation, 
Department  of  Justice. 

(72)  Members,  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission 

(73)  Chief  of  Protocol,  Department  of  State. 

(74)  Director,  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Research,  Depart- 
ment of  State. 

(75)  Director,  Community  Relations  Service. 

(76)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(77)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York. 

(78)  Members,  National  Transportation  Safety  Board. 

(79)  General  Counsel,  Department  of  Transportation. 

(80)  Deputy  Administrator,  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

(81)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Transportation  (4). 

(82)  Director  of  Public  Roads. 

(83)  Administrator  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation. 

(84)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science,  Smithsonian  Institution. 

(85)  Assistant  Secretary  for  History  and  Art,  Smithsonian 
Institution. 

(86)  Deputy  Administrator  of  the  Small  Business  Adminis- 
tration. 

(87)  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment (8). 

(88)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Ur- 
ban Development. 

(89)  Commissioner  of  Interama. 

(90)  Deputy  Administrator  for  Policy  Development  of  the  Law 
Enforcement  Assistance  Administration. 
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(91)  Federal  Insurance  Administrator,  Department  of  Hous- 
ing and  Urban  Development. 

(92)  Executive  Vice  President,  Overseas  Private  Investment 
Corporation. 

(92)  Administrator  of  the  National  Credit  Union  Administra- 
tion. 

(93)  Members,  Postal  Kate  Commission  (4) . 

(94)  Members,  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Review 
Commission. 

(95)  Deputy  Director  of  the  Special  Action  Office  for  Drug 
Abuse  Prevention. 

(90)  Deputy  Under  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  (or  Assistant 
Secretaries  of  t]ie  Treasury)  (2) . 

(97)   Members,  Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission  (4). 

(97)  Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

(99)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Oceans  and  International  Envi- 
ronmental and  Scientific  Affairs,  Department  of  State. 

(100)  Administrator  for  Federal  Procurement  Policy. 

(100)  Assistant  Administrators,  Energy  Research  and  Devel- 
opment Administration  (6). 

(100)  Members,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Commission. 

(101)  Director  of  Nuclear  Reactor  Regulation,  Nuclear  Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

(102)  Director  of  Nuclear  Material  Safety  and  Safeguards, 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(103)  Director  of  Nuclear  Regulatory  Research,  Nuclear  Reg- 
ulatory Commission. 

(104)  Executive  Director  for  Operations,  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  461,  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670, 
§  10(d)  (4),  (e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948;  Pub.  L.  89-734,  §  1(1), 
Nov.  2.  1966,  80  Stat.  1163;  Pub.  L.  89-779,  §  8(c)  (1),  Nov.  6, 1966,  80 
Stat.  1364:  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(15),  Sept.  11, 1967,  81  Stat.  198;  Pub.  L. 
90-206,  title  II,  §  215(b),  Dec.  16,  1967,  81  Stat,  638;  Pub.  L.  90-351, 
title  I,  §  505.  June  19,  1968,  82  Stat.  205 ;  Pub.  L.  90-448,  title  XI, 
§  1105(b),  title  XVII,  §  1708(b),  Aug.  1,  1968,  82  Stat,  567,  606; 
Pub.  L.  90-623,  §  1(4),  Oct.  22,  1968,  82  Stat.  1312;  Presidential  sal- 
ary recommendations,  Budget,  1970,  pursuant  to  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  225 
(h),  Dec.  16, 1967,  81  Stat.  634;  Pub.  L.  91-121,  $  404(b),  Nov.  19',  1969, 
83  Stat.  207;  Pub.  L.  91-175,  §503(2),  Dec.  20,  1969,  83  Stat,  826; 
Pub.  L.  91-206,  §5(b),  Mar.  10,  1970.  84  Stat.  51;  Pub.  L.  91-375, 
§  6(c)  (14),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84  Stat,  776;  Pub.  L.  91^69,  §  42(b),  Oct, 
21,  1970.  84  Stat,  1038;  Pub.  L.  91-477,  §  3(b),  Oct,  21,  1970,  84  Stat. 
1072;  Pub.  L.  91-596,  §§  12(c)  (2),  29(b).  Dec.  29, 1970,  84  Stat,  1604; 
Pub.  L.  91-611,  §  211(b),  Dec.  31,  1970,  84  Stat,  1829;  Pub.  L.  91-644, 
§7(1),  (2),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat.  1887;  Pub.  L.  92-22,  §2,  June  1, 

1971,  85  Stat.  76;  Pub.  L.  92-181.  §  5.27(a),  Dec.  10,  1971,  86  Stat. 
625;  Pub.  L.  92-215,  §  2,  Dec.  22,  1971,  85  Stat,  777;  Pub.  L.  92-255, 
§  212(b).  Mar.  21,  1972,  86  Stat.  69;  Pub.  L.  92-261,  §  9(b),  Mar.  24, 

1972,  86  Stat.  110;  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §  2(c),  May  18.  1972,  86  Stat.  149; 
Pub.  L.  92-352,  §  104(3),  86  Stat.  490;  Pub.  L.  92-419,  §  604(b),  86 
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Stat.  676;  Pub.  L.  92-573,  §  4(h)  (2),  Oct.  27,  1972,  86  Stat.  1211; 
Pub.  L.  92-603,  §  404(b),  Oct.  30,  1972,  86  Stat.  1488;  Pub.  L.  93-83, 
§  2,  Aug.  6,  1973,  87  Stat.  211;  Pub.  L.  93-312,  §  9,  June  8,  1974,  88 
Stat,  238 ;  Pub.  L.  93-383,  §  818 (c) ,  Aug.  22, 1974,  88  Stat.  740 ;  Pub.  L. 
93-400,  §13,  Aug.  30,  1974,  88  Stat.  799;  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §310(3), 
Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat.  1253;  Pub.  L.  93-463,  §  102(b),  Oct.  23, 1974,  88 
Stat.  1391 ;  Pub.  L.  93-618,  §  172(c)  (2),  Jan.  3, 1975,  88  Stat.  2010.) 

§  5316.  Positions  at  level  V 

Level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  applies  to  the  following  posi- 
tions, for  which  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  is  $36,000 : 

(1)  Administrator,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture. 

(2)  Administrator,   Agricultural   Research   Service,   Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture. 

(3)  Administrator,  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service,  Department  of  Agriculture. 

(4)  Administrator,  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

(5)  Administrator,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service,  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

(6)  Administrator,  Rural  Electrification  Administration,  De- 
partment of  Agriculture. 

(7)  Administrator,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

(8)  Administrator,  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior. 

(9)  Administrator   of  the   National   Capital   Transportation 
Agency. 

(10)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat. 
948. 

(11)  Associate  Administrators  of  the  Small  Business  Admin- 
istration (3). 

(12)-(14)   Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e).  Oct.  15,  1966, 
80  Stat.  948. 

(15)  Associate    Administrators,    National    Aeronautics    and 
Space  Administration   (6). 

(16)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-74,  §  8,  July  23,  1973,  87  Stat.  175. 

(17)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-74,  §  8,  July  23,  1973,  87  Stat.  175. 

(18)  Associate  Deputy  Administrator,  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration. 

(19)  Deputy  Associate  Administrator,  National  Aeronautics 
and  Space  Administration. 

(20)  Associate  Deputy  Administrator  of  Veterans'  Affairs. 

(21)  Archivist  of  the  United  States. 

(22)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

(23)  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  Administration. 

(24)  Assistant  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
for  Administration. 

(25)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-22.  §  3.  June  1,  1971,  85  Stat.  76. 

(26)  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  Administration. 

(27)  Assistant  Secretarv  of  Labor  for  Administration. 
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(28)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §  2(d),  May  18,  1972,  86  Stat. 
149. 

(29)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(4),  Oct.  11,  1974,  88  Stat. 
1253. 

(30)  Assistant  and  Science  Adviser  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior. 

(31)  Chairman,  Foreign   Claims   Settlement  Commission  of 
the  United  States. 

(32)  Chairman   of   the   Military   Liaison   Committee   to   the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  Department  of  Defense. 

(33)  Chairman  of  the  Renegotiation  Board. 

(34)  Chairman  of  the  Subversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

(35)  Chief  Counsel  for  the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury. 

(36)  Chief  Forester  of  the   Forest    Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

(37)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776. 

(38)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept  11,  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

(39)  Commissioner  of  Customs.  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

(40)  Commissioner,  Federal  Supply  Service,  General  Services 
Administration. 

(41 )  Commissioner  of  Education.  Department  of  Health.  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare. 

(42)  Director.  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  De- 
partment of  the  Interior. 

(43)  Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs,  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

(44)  Commissioner  of  Immigration  and  Naturalization,  De- 
partment of  Justice. 

(45)  Commissioner    of    Indian    Affairs,    Department    of   the 
Interior. 

(46)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-9.  §  6.  Apr.  10,  1967.  81  Stat.  12. 

(47)  Commissioners.  Indian  Claims  Commission  (5) . 

(48)  Commissioner  of  Patents.  Department  of  Commerce. 

(49)  Commissioner,  Public  Buildings  Service,  General  Serv- 
ices Administration. 

(50)  Commissioner    of    Reclamation,     Department    of    the 
Interior. 

(51)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-603.  §  404(a),  Oct.  30, 1972.  86  Stat. 
1488. 

(52)  Commissioner  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation,  Department 
of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare. 

(53)  Commissioner  of  Welfare,  Department  of  Health.  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare. 

(54)  Director.  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agencv,  Depart- 
ment of  Defense. 

(55)  Director    of    Agricultural    Economics,    Department    of 
Agriculture. 

(56)  Director,     Bureau     of     the     Census,     Department     of 
Commerce. 
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(57)  Director,  Bureau  of  Mines,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(58)  Director,  Bureau  of  Prisons,  Department  of  Justice. 

(59)  Director,  Geological  Survey,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

(60)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Aug.  12,  1970,  84 
Stat.  776. 

(61)  Director,  National  Bureau  of  Standards,  Department  of 
Commerce. 

(62)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §310(4),  Oct.  11,  1974,  88 
Stat.  1253. 

(63)  Director    of    Science    and    Education,    Department    of 
Agriculture. 

(64)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §2(d),  May  18,  1972,  86  Stat, 
149. 

(65)  Deputy  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue,  Department 
of  the  Treasury. 

(66)  Assistant  Directors,  National  Science  Foundation  (4). 

(67)  Deputy  Director,  Policy  and  Plans,  United  States  In- 
formation Agency. 

(()8)  Deputy  General  Counsel,  Department  of  Defense. 

(69)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-^38,  §  310(4),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat. 
1253. 

(70)  Associate  Director  of  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Con- 
ciliation Service. 

(71)  Associate  Director  for  Volunteers,  Peace  Corps. 

(72)  Associate    Director     for    Program    Development    and 
Operations,  Peace  Corps. 

(73)  Assistants   to  the   Director  of  the   Federal   Bureau   of 
Investigation,  Department  of  Justice  (2) . 

(74)  Assistant  Directors,  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  (3). 

(75)  Assistant  Directors,  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  (4) . 

(76)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat. 
948. 

(77)  Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

(78)  General    Counsel    of    the    Agency    for    International 
Development. 

(79)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

(80)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

(81)  General  Counsel  of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

(82)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(e),  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.. 
948. 

(83)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81 
Stat.  198. 

(84)  General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

(85)  General  Counsel  of  the  United  States  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency. 

(86)  General  Counsel  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Adm  inistration. 

(87)  Governor  of  the  Canal  Zone. 

(88)  Manpower  Administrator,  Department  of  Labor. 

(89)  Maritime  Administrator,  Department  of  Commerce. 

(90)  Members,  Foreign  Claims  Settlement  Commission  of  the 
United  States. 
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(91)  Members,  Renegotiation  Board. 

(92)  Members,  Subversive  Activities  Control  Board. 

(93)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-618,  §  172(c)(3),  Jan.  3,  1975,  88 
Stat.  2010. 

(94),  (95)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(16)  (A),  Sept.  11, 1967, 
81  Stat.  198. 

(96)  Deputy  Directors  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering, 
Department  of  Defense  (4) . 

(97)  Assistant  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(98)  Director,  United  States  Travel  Service,  Department  of 
Commerce. 

(99)  Executive  Director  of  the  United  States  Civil  Service 
Commission. 

(100)  Administrator.  Wage  and  Hour  and  Public  Contracts 
Division,  Department  of  Labor. 

(101)  Assistant  Director   (Program  Planning,  Analysis  and 
Research) ,  Office  of  Economic  Opportunitv. 

(102)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §310(4),  Oct.  11,  1974.  88 
Stat.  1253. 

(103)  Associate  Director   (Policy  and  Plans),  United  States 
Information  Agency. 

(104)  Chief  Benefits  Director.  Veterans'  Administration. 

(105)  Commissioner  of  Labor  Statistics.  Department  of  Labor. 

(106)  Deputy  Director,  National  Security  Agency. 

(107)  Director.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

(108)  Director,   National   Park   Service,   Department   of  the 
Interior. 

(109)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-312.  §  9.  June  8.  1974.  SS  Stat.  238. 

(110)  General  Counsel  of  the  Veterans'  Administration. 

(111)  Repealed.   Pub.   L.   92-261,   §9(c),   Mar.   24.    1972,   86 
Stat.  110. 

(112)  National  Export  Expansion  Coordinator,  Department 
of  Commerce. 

(113)  Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  o^  Defense. 

(114)  Stan0  Director.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights. 

(115)  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
Illinois. 

(116)  LTnited  States  Attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
California. 

(117)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration,  Department  of 
Transportation. 

(118)  Director,  LTnited  States  National  Museum,  Smithsonian 
Institution. 

(119)  Director.      Smithsonian     Astrophysical      Observatory, 
Smithsonian  Institution. 

(120)  Administrator  for  Economic  Development. 

(121)  Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Science  Services 
Administration. 

(122)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  93-383.  §  818(b).  Aug.  22.  1974,  88 
Stat.  740. 

(123)  Repealed.  Pub.  L.  91-375.  §  6(c)  (15).  Aug.  12.  1970,  84 
Stat,  776. 
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(124)  Director,  National  Highway  Safety  Bureau. 

(125)  Director,  National  Traffic  Safety  Bureau. 

(126)  Kepealed.  Pub.  L.  91-644,  §  7(2),  Jan.  2,  1971,  84  Stat. 
1887. 

(127)  Director,  Bureau  of  Narcotics  and  Dangerous  Drugs, 
Department  of  Justice. 

(128)  Auditor-General  of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment. 

(129)  Vice  Presidents,  Overseas  Private  Investment  Corpo- 
ration (3). 

(130)  Deputy    Administrator,    Urban    Mass    Transportation 
Administration,  Department  of  Transportation. 

(131)  Assistant   Directors,   Special   Action   Office   for   Drug 
Abuse  Prevention  (6). 

(132)  General  Counsel  of  the  Equal  Employment  Opportuni- 
ties Commission. 

(133)  Director,  National  Cemetery  System,  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration. 

(133)  Deputy  Administrator  for  Administration  of  the  Law 
Enforcement  Assistance  Administration. 

(134)  General   Counsel,  Energy  Eesearch  and  Development 
Administration. 

(135)  Additional  officers,  Energy  Research  and  Development 
Administration  (8). 

(135)  General   Counsel,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Com- 
mission. 

(136)  Additional  officers.  Nuclear  Eegulatory  Commission  (5). 
(136)  Executive  Director,  Commodity  Futures  Trading  Com- 
mission. 

/Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept,  6, 1966,  80  Stat.  463;  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670, 
•§  10(d)  (5),  (e).  Oct.  15,  1966,  80  Stat.  948:  Pub.  L.  89-734,  §  1(2), 
Nov.  2. 1966,  80  Stat.  1163;  Pub.  L.  89-779,  §  8(c)  (2),  Nov.  6, 1966,  80 
Stat.  1364 ;  Pub.  L.  90-9,  §  6,  Apr.  10.  1967,  81  Stat.  12 :  Pub.  L.  90-83, 
S  1(16),  Sept.  11, 1967.  81  Stat.  198:  Pub.  L.  90-206,  title  II,  §  215(c), 
Dec.  16, 1967,  81  Stat.  638 ;  Pub.  L.  90-351,  title  I,  §  506,  June  19, 1968, 
82  Stat.  205:  Pub.  L.  90-407,  §  15(a)  (3),  Julv  18, 1968,  82  Stat.  367; 
Pub.  L.  90-623,  §  1  (4),  (5),  Oct.  22.  1968,  82  Stat.  1312;  Presidential 
salary  recommendations.  Budget,  1970,  pursuant  to  Pub.  L.  90-206, 
■g  225(h),  Dec.  16, 1967,  81  Stat.  634;  Pub.  L.  91-175,  §  503(3),  Dec.  30, 
1969.  83  Stat.  826;  Pub.  L.  91-375,  §  6(c)  (15),  Au<r.  12,  1970,  84  Stat. 
776;  Pub.  L.  91-453.  §  12,  Oct.  15,  i970,  84  Stat.  968;  Pub.  L.  91-644, 
§  7(2^ .  Jan.  2, 1971.  84  Stat.  1887;  Pub.  L.  92-22,  §  3,  June  1, 1971,  85 
Stat.  76:  Pub.  L.  92-255,  §  212(c).  Mar.  21.  1979,  86  Stat,  69;  Pub.  L. 
92-261,  ;  9  (c) ,  (d) .  Mar.  24. 1972,  86  Stat.  110 ;  Pub.  L.  92-302,  §  2(d), 
May  18.  1972.  86  Stat,  149;  Pub.  L.  92-603,  §  404(a),  Oct.  30,  1972,  86 
Stat,  H88:  Pub.  L.  93-43,  §  2(c),  June  18,  1973.  87  Stat.  78;  Pub.  L. 
93-74,  §  8,  Julv  23, 1973,  87  Stat.  175 ;  Pub.  L.  93-83,  §  2,  Aug.  6, 1973, 
87  Stat,  211:  Pub.  L.  93-271.  §  2.  Ar>r.  22,  1974.  88  Stat,  92:  Pub.  L. 
93-312,  §  9,  June  8.  1974,  88  Stat.  238;  Pub.  L.  93-383,  §  818(b),  Aug. 
22. 1974.  88  Stat.  740;  Pub.  L.  93-438,  §  310(4),  Oct.  11, 1974,  88  Stat. 
1253:  Pub.  L.  93-463,  §  102(c),  Oct.  23,  1974,  88  Stat.  1392;  Pub.  L. 
-93-618.  §  172(c)  (3) ,  Jan.  3. 1975, 88  Stat.  2010.) 
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§  5317.  Presidential   authority   to  place   positions   at   levels   IV 
and  V 

In  addition  to  the  positions  listed  in  sections  5315  and  5316  of  this 
title,  the  President,  from  time  to  time,  may  place  in  levels  IV  and  V  of 
the  Executive  Schedule  positions  held  by  not  to  exceed  34  individuals 
when  he  considers  that  action  necessary  to  reflect  changes  in  organi- 
zation, management  responsibilities,  or  workload  in  an  Executive 
agency.  Such  an  action  with  respect  to  a  position  to  which  appointment 
is  made  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate  is  effective  only  at  the  time  of  a  new  appointment  to  the  posi- 
tion. Notice  of  each  action  taken  under  this  section  shall  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register,  except  when  the  President  determines  that  the 
publication  would  be  contrary  to  the  interest  of  national  security.  The 
President  may  not  take  action  under  this  section  with  respect  to  a 
position  the  pay  for  which  is  fixed  at  a  specific  rate  by  this  subchapter 
or  bv  statute  enacted  after  August  14,  1964.  ( Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 
1966,  80  Stat,  467,  amended  Pub.  L.  89-670,  §  10(d)  (6),  Oct.  15,  1966, 
80  Stat,  948;  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §  1(17),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81  Stat,  199.) 
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SUBCHAPTER  III— GENERAL  SCHEDULE  PAY  RATES 

§5331.  Definitions;  application 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  subchapter,  "agency n,  "employee", 
"position",  "class",  and  "grade"  have  the  meanings  given  them  by 
■section  5102  of  this  title. 

(b)  This  subchapter  applies  to  employees  and  positions  to  which 
chapter  51  of  this  applies.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966,  80  Stat.  467.) 

§  5332.  The  General  Schedule 

(a)  The  General  Schedule,,  the  symbol  for  which  is  "GS",  is  the 
basic  pay  schedule  for  positions  to  which  this  subchapter  applies.  Each 
employee  to  whom  this  subchapter  applies  is  entitled  to  basic  pay  in 
accordance  with  the  General  Schedule. 


GENERAL  SCHEDULE 

l 

Annual  rates 

;  and  steps 

Grade 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

GS-1__. 

...     $5,294 

$5,  470 

$5,  646 

$5,  822 

$5,  998 

$6, 174 

$6,  350 

$6,  526 

$6,  702 

$6,  878 

GS-2 

...      5,996 

6,196 

6,396 

6,596 

6,796 

6,996 

7,196 

7,  396 

7,596 

7,796 

GS-3 

...      6,764 

6,989 

7,214 

7,439 

7,664 

7,889 

8,114 

8,339 

8,564 

8,789 

GS-4... 

...      7,596 

7,849 

8,102 

8,355 

8,608 

8,861 

9,114 

9,367 

9,620 

9,873 

GS-5 

...      8,500 

8,783 

9,066 

9,349 

9,632 

9,915 

10, 198 

10,  481 

10,  764 

11,047 

GS-6 

...      9,473 

9,789 

10, 105 

10,421 

10,  737 

11,053 

11,369 

11,635 

12,001 

12,317 

GS-7 

...     10,520 

10,871 

11,222 

11,573 

11,924 

12,275 

12,  626 

12,977 

13,328 

13,679 

GS-8_._ 

...     11,640 

12,  028 

12,416 

12,  804 

13, 192 

13,  580 

13,  968 

14,356 

14,  744 

15, 132 

GS-9... 

...     12,841 

13,  269 

13,697 

14, 125 

14,  553 

14,  981 

15,409 

15,837 

16,  265 

16,  693 

GS-10... 

...     14,117 

14,  588 

15,059 

15,  530 

16,  001 

16,  472 

16,  943 

17,414 

17,  885 

18, 356 

GS-11 

...     15,481 

15,997 

16,513 

17,  029 

17,  545 

18,061 

18,  577 

19,093 

19,  609 

20, 125 

GS-12 

...     18,463 

19,  078 

19,  693 

20,  308 

20,  923 

21,538 

22,153 

22,768 

23,  383 

23,  998 

GS-13 

...    21,816 

22,  543 

23,  270 

23,  997 

24,  724 

25,451 

26, 178 

26,  905 

27,632 

28,  359 

GS-14.. 

...    25,581 

26,  434 

27,287 

28, 140 

28, 993 

29,  846 

30,  699 

31,552 

32,  405 

33,  258 

GS-15 

...    29,818 

30,  812 

31,  806 

32,  800 

33,794 

34,  788 

35,  732 

2  36,  776 

2  37,770 

2  38,  764 

GS-I6 

...    34,607 

35,761 

2  36,915 

2  38,  069 

2  39,223    ! 

>  40,  377 

2  41,531 

2  42,  685 

2  43,  839 

GS-17 

...2  40,062 

2  41,  397 

2  42,  732 

2  44,  067 

2  45,  402 

GS-18 

...M6.336 

»  The  rates  in  this  General  Schedule  are  effective  on  the  1st  day  of  the  1st  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  Oct.  1,  1974, 
and  they  were  prescribed  by  the  President  in  Executive  Order  11811  (Oct.  7,  1974)  pursuant  to  subch.  1  of  ch.  53  of  this 
title. 

2  The  rate  of  basic  pay  for  employees  at  these  rates  is  limited  by  sec.  5308  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code  to  the  rates 
for  level  V  of  the  Executive  Schedule  (as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  pay  adjustment,  $36,000). 

(b)  When  payment  is  made  on  the  basis  of  an  hourly,  daily,  weekly, 
or  biweekly  rate,  the  rate  is  computed  from  the  appropriate  annual 
rate  of  basic  pay  named  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  prescribed  by  section  5504(b)  of  this  title.  (Pub.  L. 
89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  467,  amended  Pub.  L.  90-83,  §1(18), 
Sept.  11,  1967,  81  Stat.  199;  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  202(a),  Dec.  16, 
1967,  81  Stat.  624;  Pub.  L.  91-656,  §  3(c),  Jan.  8, 1971,  84  Stat.  1946.) 

§  5333.  Minimum  rate  for  new  appointments ;  higher  rates  for 
supervisors  of  wage-board  employees 

(a)  New  appointments  shall  be  made  at  the  minimum  rate  of  the 
appropriate  grade.  However,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  which  provide  for  such  considerations  as  the 


51 


169  Sec.  5334 

existing  pay  or  unusually  high  or  unique  qualifications  of  the  candi- 
date, or  a  special  need  of  the  Government  for  his  services,  the  head 
of  an  agency  may  appoint,  with  the  approval  of  the  Commission  in 
each  specific  case,  an  individual  to  a  position  in  GS-11  or  above  at 
such  a  rate  above  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  grade  as  the 
Commission  may  authorize  for  this  purpose.  The  approval  of  the 
Commission  in  each  specific  case  is  not  required  with  respect  to  an 
appointment  made  by  the  Librarian  of  Congress. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Sendee  Commission, 
an  employee  in  a  position  to  which  this  subchapter  applies,  who  regu- 
larly has  responsibility  for  supervision  (including  supervision  over 
the  technical  aspects  of  the  work  concerned)  over  employees  whose 
pay  is  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  by  wage  boards  or  similar 
administrative  authority  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  public 
interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing  rates,  may  be  paid  at  one  of 
the  rates  for  his  grade  which  is  above  the  highest  rate  of  basic  pay 
being  paid  to  any  such  prevailing-rate  employee  regularly  supervised, 
or  at  the  maximum  rate  for  his  grade,  as  provided  by  the  regulations. 
(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sent.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  467.  amended  Pub.  L.  90-83, 
§  1  ( 19) .  Sept.  11, 1967,  81  Stat.  190.) 

§5334.  Rate   on   change   of   position   or   type   of   appointment; 
regulations 

(a)  The  rate  of  basic  pay  to  which  an  employee  is  entitled  is  gov- 
erned by  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in 
conformity  with  this  subchapter  and  chapter  51  of  this  title  when — 

(1)  he  is  transferred  from  a  position  in  the  legislative,  judicial, 
or  executive  branch  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not  apply: 

(2 )  he  is  transferred  from  a  position  in  the  legislative,  judicial, 
or  executive  branch  to  which  this  subchapter  applies  to  another 
such  position; 

(3)  he  is  demoted  to  a  position  in  a  lower  grade : 

(4)  he  is  reinstated,  reappointed,  or  reemployed  in  a  position 
to  which  this  subchapter  applies  following  service  in  any  position 
in  the  legislative,  judicial,  or  executive  branch ; 

( 5 )  his  type  of  appointment  is  changed ; 

(6)  his  employment  status  is  otherwise  changed :  or 

(7)  his  position  is  changed  from  one  grade  to  another  grade, 
For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  an  individual  employed  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  under  section  106(a)  vof  title  40, 
appendix,  or  by  a  regional  commission  established  pursuant  to  section 
3182  of  title  42.  under  section  3186(2)  of  that  title,  who  was  a  Federal 
employee  immediately  prior  to  such  employment  by  a  commission  and 
within  6  months  after  separation  from  such  employment  is  employed 
in  a  position  to  which  this  subchapter  applies,  shall  be  treated  as  if 
transferred  from  a  position  in  the  executive  branch  to  which  this 
subchapter  does  not  apply. 

(b)  An  employee  who  is  promoted  or  transferred  to  a  position  in 
a  higher  grade  is  entitled  to  basic  pay  at  the  lowest  rate  of  the  higher 
grade  which  exceeds  his  existing  rate  of  basic  pay  by  not  less  than 
two  step-increases  of  the  grade  from  which  he  is  promoted  or  trans- 
ferred. If.  in  the  case  of  an  employee  so  promoted  or  transferred  who 
is  receiving  basic  pay  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  maximum  rate  of  his 
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grade,  there  is  no  rate  in  the  higher  grade  which  is  at  least  two 
step-increases  above  his  existing  rate  of  basic  pay,  he  is  entitled  to — 

( 1 )  the  maximum  rate  of  the  higher  grade ;  or 

(2)  his  existing  rate  of  basic  pay,  if  that  rate  is  the  higher. 

If  an  employee  so  promoted  or  transferred  is  receiving  basic  pay  at  a 
rate  saved  to  him  under  section  5337  of  this  title  on  reduction  in  grade, 
he  is  entitled  to — 

(A)  basic  pay  at  a  rate  two  steps  above  the  rate  which  he  would 
be  receiving  if  section  5337  of  this  title  were  not  applicable  to 
him ;  or 

(B)  his  existing  rate  of  basic  pay,  if  that  rate  is  the  higher. 

(c)  An  employee  in  the  legislative  branch  who  is  paid  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Senate  or  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
who  has  completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  an  employee, 
and  a  Member  of  the  Senate  or  House  of  Representatives  who  has 
completed  two  or  more  years  of  service  as  such  a  Member,  may,  on 
appointment  to  a  position  to  which  this  subchapter  applies,  have  his 
initial  rate  of  pay  fixed — 

( 1 )  at  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate  grade ;  or 

(2)  at  a  step  of  the  appropriate  grade  that  does  not  exceed  the 
highest  previous  rate  of  pay  received  by  him  during  that  service 
in  the  legislative  branch. 

(d)  The  Commission  may  prescribe  regulations  governing  the 
retention  of  the  rate  of  basic  pay  of  an  employee  who  together  with 
his  position  is  brought  under  this  subchapter  and  chapter  51  of  this 
title.  If  an  employee  so  entitled  to  a  retained  rate  under  these  regula- 
tions is  later  demoted  to  a  position  under  this  subchapter  and  chapter 
51  of  this  title,  his  rate  of  basic  pay  is  determined  under  section  5337 
of  this  title.  However,  for  the  purpose  of  section  5337  of  this  title, 
service  in  the  position  which  was  brought  under  this  subchapter  and 
chapter  51  of  this  title  is  deemed  service  under  this  subchapter  and 
chapter  51  of  this  title. 

(e)  The  rate  of  pay  established  for  a  teaching  position  as  defined 
by  section  901  of  title  20  held  by  an  individual  who  becomes  subject 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  is  deemed  increased  by  20  percent  to 
determine  the  yearly  rate  of  pay  of  the  position. 

(f)  An  employee  of  a  county  committee  established  pursuant  to 
section  590h(b)  of  title  16  may  upon  appointment  to  a  position  under 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  subject  to  this  subchapter,  have  his 
initial  rate  of  basic  pay  fixed  at  the  minimum  rate  of  the  appropriate 
grade,  or  at  any  step  of  such  grade  that  does  not  exceed  the  highest 
previous  rate  of  basic  pay  received  by  him  during  service  with  such 
county  committee.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  468, 
amended  Pub.  L.  90-103,  §  105,  Oct.  11.  1967,  81  Stat.  257;  Pub.  L. 
90-367,  §  1,  June  29,  1968,  82  Stat.  277;  Pub.  L.  90-623,  §  1  (6),  (24), 
Oct.  22,  1968,  82  Stat.  1312,  1314.) 

§  5335,  Periodic  step-increases 

(a)  An  employee  paid  on  an  annual  basis,  and  occupying  a  per- 
manent position  within  the  scope  of  the  General  Schedule,  who  has  not 
reached  the  maximum  rate  of  pay  for  the  grade  in  which  his  position 
is  placed,  shall  be  advanced  in  pay  successively  to  the  next  higher 
rate  within  the  grade  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  pay  period  follow- 
ing the  completion  of — 
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(1)  each  52  calendar  week  of  service  in  pay  rates  1,  2,  and  3; 

(2)  each  104  calendar  weeks  of  service  in  pay  rates  4,  5,  and  6; 
or 

(3)  each  156  calendar  weeks  of  service  in  pay  rates  7,  8,  and  9; 
subject  to  the  following  conditions  : 

(A)  the  employee  did  not  receive  an  equivalent  increase  in  pay 
from  any  cause  during  that  period  :  and 

(B)  the  work  of  the  employee,  except  a  hearing  examiner 
appointed  under  section  3105  of  this  title,  is  of  an  acceptable  level 
of  competence  as  determined  by  the  head  of  the  agency. 

(b)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
the  benefit  of  successive  step-increases  shall  be  preserved  for  employees 
whose  continuous  service  is  interrupted  in  the  public  interest  by  service 
with  the  armed  forces  or  by  service  in  essential  non-Government 
civilian  employment  during  a  period  of  war  or  national  emergency. 

(c)  When  a  determination  is  made  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  that  the  work  of  an  employee  is  not  of  an  acceptable  level  of 
competence,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  prompt  written  notice  of  that 
determination  and  an  opportunity  for  reconsideraion  of  the  deter- 
mination within  his  agency  under  uniform  procedures  prescribed  by 
the  Commission.  If  the  determination  is  affirmed  on  reconsideration, 
the  employee  is  entitled  to  appeal  to  the  Commission.  If  the  reconsid- 
eration or  appeal  results  in  a  reversal  of  the  earlier  determination,  the 
new  determination  supersedes  the  earlier  determination  and  is  deemed 
to  hare  been  made  as  of  the  date  of  the  earlier  determination.  The 
authority  of  the  Commission  to  prescribe  procedures  and  the  entitle- 
ment of  the  employee  to  appeal  to  the  Commission  do  not  apply  to  a 
determination  of  acceptable  level  of  competence  made  by  the  Librarian 
of  Congress. 

(d)  An  increase  in  pay  granted  by  statute  is  not  an  equivalent  in- 
crease in  pay  within  the  meaning  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(e)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  the  pay  of  an  individual  ap- 
pointed bv  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  469,  amended  Pub.  L. 
90-83,  §  1(20),  Sept.  11,  1967,  81  Stat.  199). 

§  5336.  Additional  step-increases 

(a)  Within  the  limit  of  available  appropriations  and  under  regu- 
lations prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  the  head  of  each 
agency  may  grant  additional  step-increases  in  recognition  of  high 
quality  performance  above  that  ordinarily  found  in  the  type  of  posi- 
tion concerned.  However,  an  employee  is  eligible  under  this  section  for 
only  one  additional  step-increase  within  any  52-week  period. 

(b)  A  step-increase  under  this  section  is  in  addition  to  those  under 
section  5335  of  this  title  and  is  not  an  equivalent  increase  in  pay  within 
the  meaning  of  section  5335(a)  of  this  title. 

(c)  This  section  does  not  apply  to  the  pay  of  an  individual  ap- 
pointed bv  the  President,  bv  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  469.) 

§  5337.  Pay  saving 

(a)  Subject  to  the  limitation  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  an 
employee — 
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(1)  who  is  reduced  in  grade  from  a  grade  of  the  General 
Schedule ; 

(2)  who  holds  a  career  or  career-conditional  appointment  in 
the  competitive  service,  or  an  appointment  of  equivalent  tenure 
in  the  excepted  service  or  in  the  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia ; 

(3)  whose  reduction  in  grade  is  not  (A)  caused  by  a  demotion 
for  personal  cause,  (B)  at  his  request,  (C)  effected  in  a  reduction 
in  force  due  to  lack  of  funds  or  curtailment  of  work,  or  (D)  with 
respect  to  a  temporary  promotion  occurring  after  September  20r 
1961,  a  condition  of  the  temporary  promotion  to  a  higher  grade ; 

(4c)  who,  for  2  continuous  years  immediately  before  the  reduc- 
tion in  grade,  served  (A)  in  the  same  agency  and  (B)  in  a  grade 
or  grades  higher  than  the  grade  to  which  demoted ;  and 

(5)  whose  work  performance  during  the  2-year  period  is  satis- 
factory or  better; 
is  entitled  to  basic  pay  at  the  rate  to  which  he  was  entitled  immediately 
before  the  reduction  in  grade  (including  each  increase  in  rate  of  basic 
pay  provided  by  statute)  for  a  period  of  2  years  from  the  effective  date 
of  the  reduction  in  grade,  so  long  as  he— 

(A)  continues  in  the  same  agency  without  a  break  in  service 
of  one  workday  or  more ; 

(B)  is  not  entitled  to  a  higher  rate  of  basic  pay  by  operation 
of  this  subchapter  or  chapter  51  of  this  title;  and 

(C)  is  not  demoted  or  reassigned  (i)  for  personal  cause,  (ii)  at 
his  request,  or  (iii)  in  a  reduction  in  force  due  to  lack  of  funds  or 
curtailment  of  work. 

(b)  The  rate  of  basic  pay  to  which  an  employee  is  entitled  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  each  reduction  in  grade 
to  which  that  subsection  applies  may  not  exceed  the  sum  of — 

(1)  the  minimum  rate  of  the  grade  to  which  he  is  reduced 
under  each  reduction  in  grade  to  which  that  subsection  applies 
(including  each  increase  in  rate  of  basic  pay  provided  by  statute) ; 
and 

(2)  the  difference  between  his  rate  immediately  before  the  first 
reduction  in  grade  to  which  that  subsection  applies  (including 
each  increase  in  rate  of  basic  pay  provided  by  statute)  and  the 
minimum  rate  of  that  grade  which  is  three  grades  lower  than  the 
grade  from  which  he  was  reduced  under  the  first  of  the  reduc- 
tions in  grade  (including  each  increase  in  the  rate  of  basic  pay 
provided  by  statute). 

(c)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commis- 
tion  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of 
this  section,  an  employee  who  is  reduced  to  a  grade  of  the  General 
Schedule  from  a  position  to  which  this  subchapter  does  not  apply 
is  entitled  to  a  retained  scheduled  rate  of  pay. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  470,  amended  Pub.  L.  92-392, 
§  3,  Aug.  19,  1972,  86  Stat.  573.) 

§5338.  Regulations 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  may  prescribe  regulations  necessary 
for  the  administration  of  this  subchapter.  (Pub.  L.  89-554.  Sept.  6, 
1966,  80  Stat.  469.) 
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SUBCHAPTER  IV— PREVAILING  RATE  SYSTEMS 

§  5341.  Policy 

It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  that  rates  of  pay  of  prevailing  rate 
employees  be  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  as  nearly  as  is 
consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing  rate? 
and  be  based  on  principles  that — 

(1)  there  will  be  equal  pay  for  substantially  equal  work  for 
all  prevailing  rate  employees  who  are  working  under  similar  con- 
ditions of  employment  in  all  agencies  within  the  same  local  wage 
area; 

(2)  there  will  be  relative  differences  in  pay  within  a  local  wage 
area  when  there  are  substantial  or  recognizable  differences  in 
duties,  responsibilities,  and  qualification  requirements  among 
positions; 

(3)  the  level  of  rates  of  pay  will  be  maintained  in  line  with 
prevailing  levels  for  comparable  work  within  a  local  wage  area; 
and 

(4)  the  level  of  rates  of  pay  will  be  maintained  so  as  to  attract 
and  retain  qualified  prevailing  rate  emplovees. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  471,  amended  Pub.  L.  90-83, 
§  1  (97),  Sept.  11, 1967.  81  Stat.  220;  Pub.  L.  90-560,  §  4,  Oct.  12, 1968, 
82  Stat.  997;  Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19,  1972,  86  Stat.  564.) 

§5342.  Definitions;  application 

(a)   For  the  purpose  of  this  subchapter — 

(1)  "agency"  means  an  Executive  agency;  but  does  not 
include — 

(A)  a  Government  controlled  corporation; 

( B )  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority ; 

(C)  the  Alaska  Railroad; 

(D)  the  Virgin  Islands  Corporation ; 

(E)  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission; 

(F)  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency; 

(G)  the  Panama  Canal  Company ; 

(H)  the  National  Security  Agency,  Department  of  De- 
fense; or 

(I)  the  Bureau  of  Engraving  and  Printing,  except  for  the 
purposes  of  section  5349  of  this  title ; 

(2)  "prevailing  rate  employee"  means — 

(A)  an  individual  employed  in  or  under  an  agency  in  a 
recognized  trade  or  craft,  or  other  skilled  mechanical  craft, 
or  in  an  unskilled,  semiskilled,  or  skilled  manual  labor  oc- 
cupation, and  any  other  individual,  including  a  foreman 
and  a  supervisor,  in  a  position  having  trade,  craft,  or  labor- 
ing experience  and  knowledge  as  the  paramount  requirement; 

(B)  an  employee  of  a  nonappropriated  fund  instrumen- 
tality described  by  section  2105(c)  of  this  title  who  is  em- 
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ployed  in  a  recognized  trade  or  craft,  or  other  skilled 
mechanical  craft,  or  in  an  unskilled,  semiskilled,  or  skilled 
manual  labor  occupation,  and  any  other  individual,  includ- 
ing a  foreman  and  a  supervisor,  in  a  position  having  trade, 
craft,  or  laboring  experience  and  knowledge  as  the  paramount 
requirement;  and 

(C)  an  employee  of  the  Veterans'  Canteen  Service,  Veter- 
ans' Administration,  excepted  from  chapter  51  of  this  title 
by  section  5102(c)  (14)  of  this  title  who  is  employed  in  a 
recognized  trade  or  craft,  or  other  skilled  mechanical  craft, 
or  in  an  unskilled,  semiskilled,  or  skilled  manual  labor  oc- 
cupation, and  any  other  individual,  including  a  foreman  and 
a  supervisor,  in  a  position  having  trade,  craft,  or  labor  ex- 
perience and  knowledge  as  the  paramount  requirement ;  and 
(3)  "position"  means  the  work,  consisting  of  duties  and  respon- 
sibilities, assignable  to  a  prevailing  rate  employee. 

(b)  (1)  Except  as  provided  by  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this 
subsection,  this  subchapter  applies  to  all  prevailing  rate  employees 
and  positions  in  or  under  an  agency. 

(2)  This  subchapter  does  not  apply  to  employees  and  positions  de- 
scribed by  section  5102(c)  of  this  title  other  than  by — 

(A)  paragraph  (7)  of  that  section  to  the  extent  that  such  para- 
graph (7)  applies  to  employees  and  positions  other  than  em- 
ployees and  positions  of  the  Bureau  of  Engraving  and  Printing ; 
and 

(B)  paragraph  (14)   of  that  section. 

(3)  This  subchapter,  except  section  5348,  does  not  apply  to  officers 
and  members  of  crews  of  vessels  excepted  from  chapter  51  of  this  title 
by  section  5102(c)  (8)  of  this  title. 

(c)  Each  prevailing  rate  employee  employed  within  any  of  the 
several  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia  shall  be  a  United  States 
citizen  or  a  bona  fide  resident  of  one  of  the  several  States  or  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  certifies  that  no 
United  States  citizen  or  bona  fide  resident  of  one  of  the  several  States 
or  the  District  of  Columbia  is  available  to  fill  the  particular  position. 
(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  471,  amended  Pub.  L.  92-392, 
§  1,  Aug.  19, 1972,  86  Stat.  564.) 

§5343.  Prevailing  rate  determinations;   wage  schedules;    night 
differentials 

(a)  The  pay  of  prevailing  rate  employees  shall  be  fixed  and  ad- 
justed from  time  to  time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  in- 
terest in  accordance  with  prevailing  rates.  Subject  to  section  213(f)  of 
title  29,  the  rates  may  not  be  less  than  the  appropriate  rates  provided 
by  section  206(a)  (1)  of  title  29.  To  carry  out  this  subsection— 

(1)  the  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  define,  as  appropriate— 
(A)  with  respect  to  prevailing  rate  employees  other  than 
prevailing  rate  employees  under  paragraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of 
section  5342(a)  (2)  of  this  title,  the  boundaries  of— 

(i)   individual  local  wage  areas  for  prevailing  rate 
employees  having  regular  wage  schedules  and  rates ;  and 
(ii)  wage  areas  for  prevailing  rate  employees  having 
special  wage  schedules  and  rates ; 
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(B)  with  respect  to  prevailing  rate  employees  under  para- 
graphs (B)  and  (C)  of  section  5342(a)  (2)  of  this  title,  the 
boundaries  of — 

(i)  individual  local  wage  areas  for  prevailing  rate 
employees  under  such  paragraphs  having  regular  wage 
schedules  and  rates  (but  such  boundaries  shall  not  ex- 
tend beyond  the  immediate  locality  in  which  the  particu- 
lar prevailing  rate  employees  are  employed)  ;  and 

(ii)  wage  areas  for  prevailing  rate  employees  under 
such  paragraphs  having  special  wage  schedules  and 
rates ; 

(2)  the  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  designate  a  lead  agency 
for  each  wage  area ; 

(3)  subject  to  paragraph  (5)  of  this  subsection,  and  subsections 
(c)  (l)-(3)  and  (d)  of  this  section,  a  lead  agency  shall  conduct 
wage  surveys,  analyze  wage  survey  data,  and  develop  and  establish 
appropriate  wage  schedules  and  rates  for  prevailing  rate  em- 
ployees ; 

(4)  the  head  of  each  agency  having  prevailing  rate  employees  in 
a  wage  area  shall  apply,  to  the  prevailing  rate  employees  of  that 
agency  in  that  area,  the  wage  schedules  and  rates  established  by 
the  lead  agency,  or  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  as  appro- 
priate, for  prevailing  rate  employees  in  that  area ;  and 

(5)  the  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  establish  wage  schedules 
and  rates  for  prevailing  rate  employees  who  are  United  States 
citizens  employed  in  any  area  which  is  outside  the  several  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Canal  Zone,  the  territories  and  possessions  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands. 

(b)  The  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  schedule  full-scale  wage 
surveys  every  2  years  and  shall  schedule  interim  surveys  to  be  con- 
ducted between  each  2  consecutive  full-scale  wage  surveys.  The  Com- 
mission may  schedule  more  frequent  surveys  when  conditions  so  sug- 
gest. 

(c)  The  Civil  Service  Commission,  by  regulation,  shall  prescribe 
practices  and  procedures  for  conducting  wage  surveys,  analyzing 
wage  survey  data,  developing  and  establishing  wage  schedules  and 
rates,  and  administering  the  prevailing  rate  system.  The  regulations 
shall  provide — 

(1)  that,  subject  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  wages  sur- 
veyed be  those  paid  by  private  employe rs  in  the  wage  area  for 
similar  work  performed  by  regular  full-time  employees,  except 
that,  for  prevailing  rate  employees  under  paragraphs  (B)  and 
(C)  of  section  5342(a)  (2)  of  this  title,  the  wages  surveyed  shall 
be  those  paid  by  private  employers  to  full-time  employees  in  a 
representative  number  of  retail,  wholesale,  service,  and  recrea- 
tional establishments  similar  to  those  in  which  such  prevailing 
rate  employees  are  employed ; 

(2)  for  participation  at  all  levels  by  representatives  of 
organizations  aerorded  recognition  as  the  representatives  of 
prevailing  ra^e  of  employees  in  every  phase  of  providing  an  equi- 
table system  for  fixing  and  adjusting  the  rates  of  pay  for  prevail- 
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ing  rate  employees,  including  the  planning  of  the  surveys, 
the  drafting  of  specifications,  the  selection  of  data  collectors, 
the  collection  and  the  analysis  of  the  data,  and  the  submission 
of  recommendations  to  the  head  of  the  lead  agency  for  wage 
schedules  and  rates  and  for  special  wage  schedules  and  rates 
where  appropriate ;' 

(3)  for  requirements  for  the  accomplishment  of  wage  sur- 
veys and  for  the  development  of  wage  schedules  and  rates  for 
prevailing  rate  employees,  including,  but  not  limited  to — 

(A)  nonsupervisory  and  supervisory  prevailing  rate  em- 
ployees paid  under  regular  wage  schedules  and  rates ; 

(B)  nonsupervisory  and  supervisory  prevailing  rate  em- 
ployees paid  under  special  wage  schedules  and  rates;  and 

'(C)  nonsupervisory  and  supervisory  prevailing  rate  em- 
ployees described  under  paragraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  section 
5342(a)(2)  of  this  title; 

(4)  for  proper  differentials,  as  determined  by  the  Commis- 
sion, for  duty  involving  unusually  severe  working  conditions  or 
unusually  severe  hazards ; 

(5)  rules  governing  the  administration  of  pay  for  individual 
employees  on  appointment,  transfer,  promotion,  demotion,  and 
other  similar  changes  in  employment  status ;  and 

(6)  for  a  continuing  program  of  maintenance  and  improve- 
ment designed  to  keep  the  prevailing  rate  system  fully  abreast 
of- changing  conditions,  practices,  and  techniques  both  in  and 
out  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

(d)  (1)  A  lead  agency,  in  making  a  wage  survey,  shall  determine 
whether  there  exists  in  the  local  wage  area  a  number  of  comparable 
positions  in  private  industry  sufficient  to  establish  wage  schedules 
and  rates  for  the  principal  types  of  positions  for  which  the  survey  is 
made.  The  determination  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  take  into  con- 
sideration all  relevant  evidence,  including  evidence  submitted  by  em- 
ployee organizations  recognized  as  representative  of  prevailing  rate 
employees  in  that  area. 

(2)  Wneh  a  lead  agency  determines  that  there  is  a  number  of 
comparable  positions  in  private  industry  insufficient  to  establish  the 
wage  schedules' and  rates,  such  agency  shall  establish  those  sched- 
ules and  rates  on  the  basis  of — 

(A)  local  private  industry  rates;  and 

(B)  rates  paid  for  comparable  positions  in  private  industry 
in  the  nearest  wage  area  that  such  agency  determines  is  most 
similar  in  the  nature  of  its  population,  employment,  manpower, 
and  industry  to  the  local  wage  area  for  which  the  wage  survey 
is  being  made. 

(e)  (1)  Each  grade  of  a  regular  wage  schedule  for  nonsiipervisor 
prevailing  rate  employees  shall  have  5  steps  with — 

(A)  the  first  step  at  96  percent  of  the  prevailing  rate ; 

(B)  the  second  step  at  100  percent  of  the  prevailing  rate ; 

(C)  the  third  step  at  104  percent  of  the  prevailing  rate; 

(D)  the  fourth  step  at  108  percent  of  the  prevailing  rate ;  and 

(E)  the  fifth  step  at  112  percent  of  the  prevailing  rate. 

(2)  A  prevailing  rate  employee  under  a  regular  wage  schedule 
who  has  a  work  performance  rating  of  satisfactory  or  better,  as  de- 
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termined  by  the  head  of  the  agency,  shall  advance  automatically  to  the 
next  higher  step  within  the  grade  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  appli- 
cable pay  period  following  his  completion  of — 

(A)  26  calendar  weeks  of  service  in  step  1 ; 

( B )  78  calendar  weeks  of  service  in  step  2 ;  and 

•(C)   104  calendar  weeks  of  service  in  each  of  steps  3  and  4. 

(3)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
the  benefits  of  successive  step  increases  shall  be  preserved  for  prevail- 
ing rate  employees  under  a  regular  wage  schedule  whose  continuous 
service  is  interrupted  in  the  public  interest  by  service  with  the  armed 
forces  or  by  service  in  essential  non-Government  civilian  employment 
during  a  period  of  war  or  national  emergenc}'.        :        . 

(4)  Supervisory  wage  schedules  and  special  wage  ..schedules  au- 
thorized under  subsection  (c)(3)  of  this  section  may. have  single  or 
multiple  rates  or  steps  according  to  prevailing  practices  in  the  in- 
dustry on  which  the  schedule  is  based.  ..  ;,         ., 

(f)  A  prevailing  rate  employee  is  entitled  to  pay  at  jhis  scheduled 
rate  plus  a  night  differential — 

(1)  amounting  to  T1/^  percent  of  that  scheduled  rate  for  regu- 
larly scheduled  nonovertime  work  a  majority  of  the  hours  of 
which  occur  between  3  p.m.  and  midnight ;  and 

(2)  amounting  to  10  percent  of  that  scheduled  rate  for  regu- 
larly scheduled  nonovertime  work  a  majority  of  the  hours  of  which 
occur  between  11  p.m.  and  8  a.m.  .-.••,.. 

A  night  differential  under  this  subsection  is  a  part  of  basic  pav.  (Pub. 
L.  89-544,  Sept.  6,  1966,-80  Stat.  471,  amended  Pub.  L..92-392v§  1, 
Aug.  19, 1972, 86  Stat.  566.)  .'     J,  . 

§5344.  Effective  date  of  wage  increase;  retroactive  pay  ' 

(a)  Each  increase  in  rates  of  basic  pay  granted,  pursuant  to  a  wage 
survey,  to  prevailing  rate  employees  is  elective  hot  later  than  the  first 
day  of  the  first  pay  period  which  begins  on  or  after 'the  4pth  day,  ex- 
cluding Saturdays  and  Sundays,  following  the  date  the  wage  survey 
is  ordered  to  be  made.  ' 

(b)  Retroactive  pay  is  payable  by  reason  of  an  increase  in  rates  of 
basic  pay  referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  only  when— 

(1)  the  individual  is  in,  the  service  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  including  service  in  the  armed  forced,  6* ''the  gov- 
ernment of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  the  date  of  the  issuance 
of  the  order  granting  the  increase;  or  *' ■•  :-<:  ::    '■'  ;;i 

(2)  the  individual  retired  or  died  during  flie^e'ribd'  beginning 
on  the  effective  date  of  the  increase  and  ending1  on  the  date  of 
issuance  of  the  order  granting  the  increase,  artd'bnty  for4  services 
performed  during  that  period.  : . :.  y '  '  ;    '/;  ;• :  '" 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subsection,  service  in  the  arriied^iorces  includes 
the  period  provided  by  statute  for  the  mandatory  i;estprat ion  of  the 
individual  to  a  position,  in  or  under  the  Gpverniiient:;of  the  TJnited 
States.br. the  government  of  the  District  of  Cpluclbia.after.'he'is  re- 
lieved 'from  training  and  service  in,  the  #rxae<i [/Jtojc^^  x^0SkTg&d 
from  hospitalization  following  that  training  and  service/  (Pub.*  L.  89- 
544,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  471,  amended  Pub!.  tl]l^im:0.  Aug.  19, 
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§  5345*  Retained  rate  of  pay  on  reduction  in  grade  or  reassign- 
ment 

(a)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  subject  to  the  limitation  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  pre- 
vailing rate  employee — 

(1)  who  is  reduced  in  grade  or  reassigned  to  a  wage  schedule 
position  having  an  established  maximum  scheduled  rate  of  pay 
which  is  less  than  the  employee's  then  existing  scheduled  rate  of 

(2)  who  holds  a  career  or  a  career-conditional  appointment  in 
the  competitive  service,  or  an  appointment  of  equivalent  tenure 
in  the  excepted  service ; 

(3)  whose  reduction  in  grade  or  reassignment  is  not  (A)  caused 
by  a  demotion  for  personal  cause,  (B)  at  his  request,  (C)  effected 
in  a  reduction  in  force  due  to  lack  of  funds  or  curtailment  of  work, 
or  (D)  with  respect  to  a  temporary  promotion,  a  condition  of  the 
temporary  promotion  to  a  higher  grade ; 

(4)  who,  for  2  continuous  years  immediately  before  the  reduc- 
tion in  grade  or  reassignment,  served  (A)  in  the  same  agency  and 
(B)  in  a  grade  or  grades  higher  than  the  grade  to  which  demoted ; 
and 

(t>)  whose  work  performance  during  the  2-year  period  is  satis- 
factory or  better; 
is  entitled  to  basic  pay  at  the  scheduled  rate  to  which  he  was  entitled 
immediately  before  the  reduction  in  grade  or  reassignment  (including 
each  increase  in  scheduled  rate  of  pay  granted  pursuant  to  a  wage 
survey)  for  a  period  of  2  years  from  the  effective  date  of  the  reduction 
in  grade  or  reassignment,  so  long  as  he — 

(A)  continues  in  the  same  agency  without  a  break  in  service  of 
one  workday  or  more ; 

(B)  is  not  entitled  to  a  higher  scheduled  rate  of  pay  by  opera- 
tion of  this  subchapter ;  and 

(C)  is  not  demoted  or  reassigned  (i)  for  personal  cause,  (ii)  at 
his  request,  or  (iii)  in  a  reduction  in  force  due  to  a  lack  of  funds 
or  /Curtailment  of  work. 

(b)  The  scheduled  rate  of  pay  to  which  a  prevailing  rate  employee 
is  entitled  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  each 
reduction  in  grade  or  reassignment  to  which  that  subsection  applies 
may  not  exceed  the  sum  of — 

(1)  the  -minimum  scheduled  rate  of  the  grade  to  which  he  is 
reduced  or  reassigned  under  each  reduction  in  grade  or  reassign- 
ment to  which  that  subsection  applies  (including  each  increase 
in  scheduled  rate  of  pay  granted  pursuant  to  a  wage  survey) ;  and 

(2)  the  difference  between  his  scheduled  rate  immediately  be- 
fore the  first  reduction  in  grade  or  reassignment  to  which  that 
subsection  applies  (including  each  increase  in  scheduled  rate  of 
pay  granted  pursuant  to  a  wage  survey)  and  the  minimum  sched- 
uled rate  of  that  grade  which  is  three  grades  lower  than  the 
grade  from  which  he  was  reduced  or  reassigned  under  the  first 
of  the  reductions  in  grade  or  reassignment  (including  each  in- 
crease in  the  scheduled  rate  of  pay  granted  pursuant  to  a  wage 
survey). 


52: 


179  Sec.  5346 

(c)  Under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  a  prevail- 
ing rate  employee  who  is  reduced  in  grade  or  reassigned  to  a  wage 
schedule  position  from  another  local  wage  area,  or  from  another  wage 
schedule,  or  from  a  position  not  subject  to  this  subchapter,  is  entitled 
to  a  retained  scheduled  rate  of  pay. 

(d)  The  Commission  may  prescribe  regulations  governing  the  re- 
tention of  the  scheduled  rate  of  pay  of  an  employee  who  together 
with  his  position  is  brought  under  this  subchapter.  If  an  employee 
so  entitled  to  a  retained  rate  under  these  regulations  is  later  demoted 
to  a  position  under  this  subchapter,  his  scheduled  rate  of  pay  is  de- 
termined under  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  those  subsections,  service  in  the  position  which  was  brought 
under  this  subchapter  is  deemed  service  under  this  subchapter. 
(Added  Pub.  L.  90-206,  §  223(a),  Dec.  16.  1967.  81  Stat.  641.  amended 
Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19, 1972.  86  Stat.  569.) 

§  5346.  Job  grading  system 

(a)  The  Civil  Service  Commission,  after  consulting  with  the  agen- 
cies and  with  employee  organizations,  shall  establish  and  maintain 
a  job  grading  system  for  positions  to  which  this  subchapter  applies. 
In  carrying  out  this  subsection,  the  Commission  shall — 

(1)  establish    the    basic    occupational    alinement    and    grade 
structure  or  structures  for  the  job  grading  system ; 

(2)  establish    and    define    individual    occupations    and    the 
boundaries  of  each  occupation ; 

(3)  establish  job  titles  within  occupations ; 

( 4 )  develop  and  publish  job  grading  standards ;  and 

(5)  provide  a  method  to  assure  consistency  in  the  application 
of  job  standards. 

(b)  The  Commission,  from  time  to  time,  shall  review  such  num- 
bers of  positions  in  each  agency  as  will  enable  the  Commission  to 
determine  whether  the  agency  is  placing  positions  in  occupations  and 
grades  in  conformance  with  or  consistently  with  published  job 
standards.  When  the  Commission  finds  that  a  position  is  not  placed 
in  its  proper  occupation  and  grade  in  conformance  with  published 
standards  or  that  a  position  for  which  there  is  no  published  stand- 
ard is  not  placed  in  the  occupation  and  grade  consistently  with 
published  standards,  it  shall,  after  consultation  with  appropriate 
officials  of  the  agency  concerned,  place  the  position  in  its  appro- 
priate occupation  and  grade  and  shall  certify  this  action  to  the  agency. 
The  agency  shall  act  in  accordance  with  the  certificate,  and  the  certifi- 
cate is  binding  on  all  administrative,  certifying,  payroll,  disbursing, 
and  accounting  officials. 

(c)  On  application,  made  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Commission,  by  a  prevailing  rate  employee  for  the  review  of 
the  action  of  an  employing  agency  in  placing  his  position  in  an  occu- 
pation and  grade  for  pay  purposes,  the  Commission  shall — 

(1)  ascertain  currently  the  facts  as  to  the  duties,  responsibili- 
ties, and  qualification  requirements  of  the  position ; 

(2)  decide  whether  the  position  has  been  placed  in  the  proper 
occupation  and  grade ;  and 
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(3)  approve,  disapprove,  or  modify,  in  accordance  with  its 
decision,  the  action  of  the  employing  agency  in  placing  the  posi- 
tion in  an  occupation  and  grade. 
The  Commission  shall  certify  to  the  agency  concerned  its  action  under 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection.  The  agency  shall  act  in  accordance 
with  the  certificate,  and  the  certificate  is  binding  on  all  administrative, 
certifying,  payroll,  disbursing,  and  accounting  officials.  (Added 
Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19, 1972, 86  Stat.  570.) 

§5347.  Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory  Committee 

(a)  There;  is  .established  a  Federal  Prevailing  Rate  Advisory 
Committee  composed  of — 

(1)  the  Chairman,  who  shall  not  hold  any  other  office  or  posi- 
tion in  the  Government  of  the  United  States  or  the  government  of 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  a  4-year  term ; 

(2)  one  member  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense ; 

(3)  !two  members  from  the  military  departments,  designated 
;   by  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission ; 

(4)  one  member,  designated  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  from  time -to  time  from  an  agency  (other 
than  the  Department  of  Defense,  a  military  department,;  and 
the  Civil  Service  Commission)  ;  ■  ') 

(5)  an  employee  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  designated 
by  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission ;  and        •  j 

(6)  five  members^  designated  by  the  Chairman  of  th&  Civil 
Service  Commission,  from  among  the  employee  organizations 
representing,  under  exclusive  recognition  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  the  largest  numbers  of  prevailing  rate 
employees.  • 

(b)'  In  '■; designating  members  from  among  employee  organiza- 
tions undet^  subsection  (a)  (6)  of  this  section,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  shall  designate,  as  nearly  as  practicable, 
a  number  of  members  from  a  particular  employee  organization  in 
the  same  proportion  to  the  total  number  of  employee  representatives 
appointed  tb  the  Committee  under  subsection  (a)  (6)  of  this  section 
as  the  number  of  prevailing  rate  employees  represented  by  such  or- 
ganization is  to  the  total  number  of  prevailing  rate  employees.  How- 
ever, there  shall  riot  be  more  than  two  members  from  any  one  employee 
organization  nor  more  than  four  members  from  a  single  council,,  fed- 
eration, alliaiice,  association,  or  affiliation  of  employee  organizations. 

(c)  Every  2  years  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
shall  review  employee  organization  representation  to  determine  ade- 
quate or  proportional  representation  under  the  guidelines  of  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section. 

(d)  The  members  from  the  employee  organizations  serve :  at  the 
pleasure  of- the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,   i 

(e)  The  Committee  shall  study  the  prevailing  rate  system  and 
other  matters  pertinent  to  the  establishment  of  prevailing  rates  under 
this  subchapter  and,  from  time  to  time,  advise  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  thereon.  Conclusions  and  recommendations  of  the  Com- 
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inittee  shall  be  formulated  by  majority  vote.  The  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  may  vote  only  to  break  a  tie  vote  of  the  Committee.  The 
Committee  shall  make  an  annual  report  to  the  Commission  and  the 
President  for  transmittal  to  Congress,  including  recommendations 
and  other  matters  considered  appropriate.  Any  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee may  include  in  the  annual  report  recommendations  and  other 
matters  he  considers  appropriate. 

(f)  The  Committee  shall  meet  at  the  call  of  the  Chairman.  How- 
ever, a  special  meeting  shall  be  called  by  the  Chairman  if  5  members 
make  a  written  request  to  the  Chairman  to  call  a  special  meeting 
to  consider.matters  within  the  purview  of  the  Committee. 

(g)  Members  of  the  Committee  described  in  paragraphs  (2) -(5) 
of  subsection  (a)  o,f  this  section  serve  without  additional  pay.  The 
Chairman  is  entitled  to  a  rate  of  pay  equal  to  the  maximum  rate 
currently  paid,  from  time  to  time,  under  the  General  Schedule. 
Members  who  represent  employee  organizations  are  not  entitled  to 
pay  from  the  Government  of  the  United  States  for  services  rendered 
to  the  Committee. 

(h)  The  Civil  Service  Commission  shall  provide  such  clerical  and 
professional  personnel  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  considers 
appropriate  and  necessary  to  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  sub- 
chapter. Such  personnel  shall  be  responsible  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
Committee.  (Added  Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19,  1972,  86  Stat.  571.) 

§  5348.  Crews  of  vessels 

(a)  Except  as  provided  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  this  sec- 
tion, the  pay  of  officers  and  members  of  crews  of  vessels  excepted 
from  chapter  51  of  this  title  by  section  5102(c)  (8)  of  this  title  shall 
be  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  as  nearly  as  is  consistent  with 
the  public  interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing  rates  and  practices 
in  the  maritime  industry. 

(b)  Vessel  employees  of  the  Panama  Canal  Company  may  be  paid 
in  accordance  with  the  wage  practices  of  the  maritime  industry. 

(c)  Vessel  employees  in  an  area  where  inadequate  maritime  in- 
dustry practice  exists  and  vessel  employees  of  the  Corps  of  En- 
gineers shall  have  their  pay  fixed  and  adjusted  under  the  provisions 
of  this  subchapter  other  than  this  section,  as  appropriate.  (Added 
Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19, 1972, 86  Stat.  572.) 

§5349.  Prevailing  rate  employees;  legislative,  judicial,  Bureau 
of  Engraving  and  Printing,  and  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia 

(a)  The  pay  of  employees,  described  under  section  5102(c)(7)  of 
this  title,  in  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts, 
the  Library  of  Congress,  the  Botanic  Garden,  the  Government  Print- 
ing Office,  the  Office  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol,  the  Bureau  of 
Engraving  and  Printing,  and  the  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia,  shall  be  fixed  and  adjusted  from  time  to  time  as  nearly 
as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  in  accordance  with  prevailing 
rates  and  in  accordance  with  such  provisions  of  this  subchapter,  in- 
cluding the  provisions  of  section  5344,  relating  to  retroactive  pay,  and 
section  5345,  relating  to  retention  of  pay.  as  the  pay-fixing  authority 
of  each  such  agency  may  determine.  Subject  to  section  213(f)  of  title 
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29,  the  rates  may  not  be  less  than  the  appropriate  rates  provided  for 
by  section  206(a)  (1)  of  title  29.  If  the  pay-fixing  authority  concerned 
determines  that  the  provisions  o,f  section  5345  of  this  title  should  apply 
to  any  employee  under  his  jurisdiction,  then  the  employee  concerned 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  satisfied  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (2) 
of  section  5345(a)  of  this  title  if  the  tenure  of  his  appointment  is  sub- 
stantially equivalent  to  the  tenure  of  any  appointment  referred  to  in 
such  paragraph. 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  does  not  modify  or  otherwise  affect 
section  5102(d)  of  this  title,  section  305  of  title  44,  and  section  180  of 
title  31.  (Added  Pub.  L.  92-392,  §  1,  Aug.  19,  1972,  86  Stat,  572.) 
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SUBCHAPTER  V— STUDENT-EMPLOYEES 

§  5351.  Definitions 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subchapter— 

(1)  "agency"  means  an  Executive  agency,  a  military  depart- 
ment, and  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia ;  and 

(2)  ''student-employee "  means — 

(A)  a  student  nurse,  medical  or  dental  intern,  resident-in- 
training,  student  dietitian,  student  physical  therapist,  and 
student  occupational  therapist,  assigned  or  attached  to  a  hos- 
pital, clinic,  or  medical  or  dental  laboratory  operated  by  an 
agency;  and 

(B)  any  other  student-employee,  assigned  or  attached  pri- 
marily for  training  purposes  to  a  hospital,  clinic,  or  medical 
or  dental  laboratory  operated  by  an  agency,  who  is  designated 
by  the  head  of  the  agency  with  the  approval  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission. 

(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept,  6, 1966,  80  Stat.  472.) 
§5352.  Stipends 

The  head  of  each  agency,  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Council  with 
respect  to  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  shall  fix  the 
stipends  of  its  student-employees.  The  stipend  may  not  exceed  the 
applicable  maximum  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 
(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  472,  amended  Pub.  L.  90-623. 
§  1(7),  Oct.  22. 1968,  82  Stat.  1312.) 

§  5353.  Quarters,  subsistence,  and  laundry 

An  agency  may  provide  living  quarters,  subsistence,  and  laundering 
to  student-employees  while  at  the  hospitals,  clinics,  or  laboratories. 
The  reasonable  value  of  the  accommodations,  when  furnished,  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  stipend  of  the  student-employee.  The  head  of  the 
agency  concerned,  and  the  District  of  Columbia  Council  with  respect 
to  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  shall  fix  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  accommodations  at  an  amount  not  less  than  the  lowest 
deduction  applicable  to  regular  employees  at  the  same  hospital  clinic, 
or  laboratory  for  similar  accommodations.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 
1966,  80  Stat.  472,  amended  Pub.  L.  90-623,  §  1(8),  Oct.  22,  1968,  82 
Stat.  1312.) 

§5354.  Effect  of  detail  or  affiliation;  travel  expenses 

(a)  Status  as  a  student-employee  is  not  terminated  by  a  temporary 
detail  to.  or  affiliation  with  another  Government  or  non-Government 
institution  to  procure  necessary  supplementary  training  or  experience 
pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  head  of  the  agency.  A  student-employee 
may  receive  his  stipend  and  other  perquisites  provided  under  this 
subchapter  from  the  hospital,  clinic,  or  laboratory  to  which  he  is  as- 
signed or  attached  for  not  more  than  60  days  of  a  detail  or  affiliation 
for  each  training  year.«as  defined  by  the  head  of  the  agency. 
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(b)  When  the  detail  or  affiliation  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 
tion is  to  or  with  another  Federal  institution,  the  student-employee  is 
entitled  to  necessary  expenses  of  travel  to  and  from  the  institution  in 
accordance  with  subchapter  I  of  chapter  57  of  this  title.  (Pub.  L. 
89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966, 80  Stat.  472.) 

§  5355.  Effect  on  other  statutes 

This  subchapter  does  not  limit  the  authority  conferred  on  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  Veterans'  Affairs  by  chapter  73  of  title  38.  (Pub.  L. 
89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966, 80  Stat.  472.) 

§  5356.  Appropriations 

Funds  appropriated  to  an  agency  for  expenses  of  its  hospitals, 
clinics,  and  laboratories  to  which  student-employees  are  assigned  or 
attached  are  available  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  subchapter. 
(Added  Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966, 80  Stat.  472.) 
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SUBCHAPTER  VI— MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS 

§  5361.  Scientific  and  professional  positions 

Subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,. the  head 
of  the  agency  concerned  shall  fix  the  annual  rate  of  basic  pay  for  scien- 
tific and  professional  positions  established  under  section  3104  of  this 
title  at  not  less  than  the  minimum  rate  for  GS-16  nor  more  than  the 
maximum  rate  for  GS-18.  (Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept.  6, 1966,  80  Stat.  473.) 

§  5362.  Hearing  examiners 

Hearing  examiners  appointed  under  section  3105  of  this  title  are  en- 
titled to  pay  prescribed  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  independ- 
ently of  agency  recommendations  or  ratings  and  in  accordance  with 
subchapter  III  of  this  chapter  and  chapter  51  of  this  title.  (Pub.  L. 
89-554,  Sept,  6, 1966, 80  Stat.  473.) 

§  5363.  Limitation  on  pay  fixed  by  administrative  action 

Except  as  provided  by  the  Government  Employees  Salary  Reform 
Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  400)  and  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  other 
statutes,  the  head  of  an  Executive  agency  or  military  department  who 
is  authorized  to  fix  by  administrative  action  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  for  a  position  or  employee  may  not  fix  the  rate  at  more  than  the 
maximum  rate  for  GS-18.  This  section  does  not  impair  the  authorities 
provided  by — 

(1)  section  121  of  title  2,  Canal  Zone  Code  (76A  Stat.  15)  ; 

(2)  sections  248,  481,  and  1819  of  title  12; 

(3)  section  831b  of  title  16;  or 

(4)  sections  403a-403c,  403e-403h,  and  403j  of  title  50. 
(Pub.  L.  89-554,  Sept,  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  473.) 

§  5364.  Miscellaneous  positions  in  the  executive  branch 

The  head  of  the  agency  concerned  shall  fix  the  annual  rate  of  basic 
pay  for  each  position  in  the  executive  branch  specifically  referred  to 
in,  or  covered  by,  a  conforming  change  in  statute  made  by  section  305 
of  the  Government  Employees  Salary  Reform  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat. 
422),  or  other  position  in  the  executive  branch  for  which  the  annual 
pay  is  fixed  at  a  rate  of  $18,500  or  more  under  special  provision  of 
statute  enacted  before  August  14,  1964,  which  is  not  placed  in  a  level 
of  the  Executive  Schedule  set  forth  in  subchapter  II  of  this  chapter, 
at  a  rate  equal  to  the  pay  rate  of  a  grade  and  step  of  the  General 
Schedule  set  forth  in  section  5332  of  this  title.  The  head  of  the  agency 
concerned  shall  report  each  action  taken  under  this  section  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  and  publish  a  notice  thereof  in  the  Federal  Reg- 
ister, except  when  the  President  determines  that  the  report  and  pub- 
lication would  be  contrary  to  the  interest  of  national  securitv.  (Pub. 
L.  89-554,  Sept.  6,  1966,  80  Stat.  473.) 
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§  5365.  Police  force  of  National  Zoological  Park 

(a)  x  The  Secretary  of  the  Smithsonian  Institution  shall  fix  the  per 
annum  rates  of  basic  pay  of  positions  on  the  police  force  of  the  Na- 
tional Zoological  Park  in  accordance  with  the  following  proyisions: 

(1)  Priyate — not  more  than  the  rate  for  GS-7,  Step  5; 

(2)  Sergeant — not  more  than  the  rate  for  GS-8,  Step  5; 

(3)  Lieutenant — not  more  than  the  rate  for  GS-9.  Step  5; 

(4)  Captain — not    more   than   the    rate    for   GS-10,   Step    5. 
(Added  Pub.  L.  91-34,  §  1(a),  June  30,  1969,  83  Stat.  41.) 


1  So  in  original.  There  is  no  subsection  (b). 
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